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SOAP LAKE PROBLEM, COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN 
PROJECT (S. 3730) 


MONDAY, MAY 7, 1956 
Unirep Srares SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION, 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D. C. 


The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to notice, in room 224, 
Senate Office Building, Hon. Henry M. Jackson presiding. 

Present: Senator Jackson. 

Senator Jackson. The subcommittee will come to order. 

The purpose of the meeting this morning is to take up the problem 
with reference to the dilution of the mineral waters of Soap Lake, 
located at Soap Lake, Wash., by reason of overflow of fresh water 
from the operation of the Columbia Basin project by the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

The Chair would like to include at this point in the record a letter 
addressed to the Chairman of the full committee, under the date of 
January 12, in which request is made for consideration by the Sub- 
committee on Irrigation and Reclamation to work out a solution to 
this problem. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


JANUARY 12, 1956. 
Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR MurrAY: An immediate inquiry by your Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs leading to possible development of corrective legislative and 
administrative steps appears to hold the sole hope for preventing damage to 
property of residents of the city of Soap Lake, retention of the city proper on its 
present site and preservation of vital therapeutic mineral properties which the 
lake contains. 

Infiltration of fresh water from adjoining irrigated lands poses the dual 
threat of inundating the city of Soap Lake and diluting the valuable mineral 
content of the lake. L 

Studies, srveys and corrective steps undertaken by the Bureau of Reclamation 
in the Department of Interior have, at best, been inadequate. In arriving at the 
proper action to be undertaken, and the sharing of responsibility for such action 
by the respective municipal and Federal agencies concerned with the immediate 
problem, certain frictions have arisen which can best be resolved and responsi- 
bility determined through a hearing of the nature I request. 

In the way of background, the seepage of water into Soap Lake dates to incep- 
tion of the Columbia Basin irrigation project and installation of the canals 
which carry the water to hitherto arid acres of land. 

Soap Lake, having no natural outlet and losing its water only through evapo- 
ration, has over a period of many, many years attained a high alkaline content, 
extremely valuable in the treatment of many diseases. 

Planning for the Columbia Basin reclamation project foresaw the possibility 
of seepage occuring into Soap Lake, thus the planning for the Blue Lake pumping 
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plant, planned and presented to Congress in 1943. Then further studies, started 
in 1949, indicated a pumping plant at the lower end of Lake Lenore—nearer to 
Soap Lake than Blue Lake—would handle the problem better than a plant at 
Blue Lake. The Lake Lenore plants were constructed during 1952. 

However, Soap Lake continued to rise and wells were drilled near Soap Lake 
in an attempt to intercept water before it diluted the lake. So far, these wells 
have not solved the problem. 

A thorough airing of this entire problem by your Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs would hold the advantage of determining what additional steps 
must be taken by the Bureau of Reclamation, in cooperation with city of Soap 
Lake, so this problem can finally be resolved satisfactorily; what additional 
legislation, if any, is necessary now to attain this end. 

Sincerely, 
WarRrREN G. MAGNUSON, 
United States Senator. 


Senator Jackson. The Chair would also like to include at this point 
in the record the bill introduced by Senator Magnuson and myself, 
S. 3730, together with the statement included in part 1 of the com- 
mittee print of this committee, dated May 2, entitled “Memorandum 
by the Chairman of the Subcommittee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
on §S. 3730, Columbia Basin Project, Acreage Restrictions and Soap 
Lake Problem, Columbia Basin Project.” 

Only that portion relating to the Soap Lake problem however, will 
be included at this point in the record. 

(The bill, S. 3730, and the pertinent excerpts from the memorandum 
referred to, are as follows:) 


[S. 8730, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To provide for protecting Soap Lake, Washington, in connection with the Columbia 
Basin project, Washington 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That in the interest of minimizing the dilu- 
tion of the existing mineral concentration in the waters of Soap Lake, Wash- 
ington, the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to continue to operate and 
maintain the existing facilities of the Columbia Basin project with funds made 
available for the construction, operation, and maintenance of that project with 
the objectives of controlling the maximum water level of Soap Lake and inter- 
cepting to the extent feasible project-contributed waters which might dilute 
the mineral waters of the Lake, and to allocate an appropriate share of the cost 
of the activities associated with such water interception and removal. The 
Secretary is hereby authorized to utilize funds made available for the construc- 
tion of the Columbia Basin project, Washington, to construct such additional 
protection and interception works, and to repair, replace, and improve the ex- 
isting works to augment such water control and removal activities, in an amount 
of $ : Provided, That the portion of the construction costs of such 
additional protection and interception works which the Secretary determines 
to be beyond the ability of the water users to pay shall be charged to, and re- 
turnable to the reclamation fund from, net revenues derived from the sale of 
power from the Columbia Basin project which are over and beyond the amounts 
required to amortize the power investment in said project and to return interest 
on the unamortized balance of said investment. 





LETTER TO ACTING SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR From SENATOR MURRAY 
May 1, 1956. 


Hon. Ciarence A. Davis, 
Acting Secretary of the Interior, 
Department of the Interior, Washington, D. 0. 
Dear Mr. Secretary: At the request of Senators Magnuson and Jackson, a 
hearing has been set for 10 a. m., Monday, May 7, in room 224, Senate Office 
Building, on 8S. 3730, to provide for protecting Soap Lake, Wash., in connection 
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with the Columbia Basin project, Washington. The hearing will be before the 
Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation. Mr. Bennett’s office has been 
advised by telephone of this hearing, with the request that comments of the 
Department be available by the time of the hearing on May 7, and that author- 
itative spokesmen for the Department or the Bureau of Reclamation also be 
on hand. 

The report of the Department, transmitted with your letter of April 27, 1956, 
is available and is being reviewed by the staff. A spokesman should be prepared 
should the subcommittee desire to go into the details of the report. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES BD. Murray, Chairman. 
wad 


Extracts From RECLAMATION REPORT 


Under date of April 27, 1956, Acting Interior Secretary Davis transmitted 
a copy of a report on factual engineering and economic information on the Soap 
Lake situation prepared by the Bureau of Reclamation. The introduction, sum- 
mary, and geological history in the report are as follows: 


INTRODUCTION ait 

Soap Lake is located about 6 miles northeast of Ephrata, Wash. It has a 
surface area of about 840 acres at its present elevation of 1,076 and contains 
approximately 25,000 acre-feet of water. It lies in a closed basin and is the 
southernmost member of a chain of lakes in the lower Grand Coulee. Soap Lake is 
highly mineralized as it has no natural outlet and loses water only by evaporation. 
It is fed primarily from subsurface sources with water entering through basalt 
bedrock or gravel-filled channels. 

Over a period of many years, the lake waters have developed a “layered” 
condition. Prior to 1947 the upper layer of water, comprising approximately 
24,000 acre-feet and extending to a depth of about 62 feet, had a salinity of about 
35,000 to 40,000 parts per million (3.5 to 4.0 percent). The lower layer of water, 
comprising approximately 1,000 acre-feet and extending to the maximum lake 
depth of 9f feet, has a salinity ranging from 40,000 to 144,000 parts per million 
(4.0 to 14.4 percent). The mineralized water in the upper layer of the lake 
is used for bathing and internal use. 

In the decade prior to 1947 the lake level remained fairly constant because of 
the natural balance maintained between precipation and evaporation. In recent 
years, however, the lake level has been rising because of increased precipita- 
tion, subnormal evaporation, and the effects of irrigation operations on the 
Columbia Basin project. The city of Soap Lake, a community of about 2,500 
people, lies on the south shore of Soap Lake. The West Canal, a major feature 
of the Columbia Basin irrigation system, traverses on the east, north, and 
west of the lake and supplies irrigation water to some 2,400 acres of land (with- 
out block 91) within the Soap Lake drainage basin. 

The problem, as viewed by the citizens of the city of Soap Lake, is how to 
maintain the salinity of the lake and prevent flood damage to their property 
and to city facilities. From the Bureau’s viewpoint the problem is how best 
to take care of the water, for which it may. be responsible, that is entering the 
Soap Lake Basin from irrigation system leakage. In trying to arrive at a 
solution to this problem it was found that leakage from the irrigation system 
when added to other inflow created a flood condition. This flood condition if 
allowed to go uncontrolled would have eventually contaminated a considerable 
part of the irrigation water supply. It was found that this flood condition could 
not be controlled by interception alone. Therefore pumping from the lake was 
necessary. This lake pumping reduced the salt concentration in the upper 
layer of the lake. As a result, investigations were made of the mineralized 
properties of the lake, effects of inflows, and various means for controlling or 
maintaining the present salinity. These investigations showed that it would not 
be possible to intercept sufficient quantities of water to prevent dilution of the 
lake waters. Therefore, the only method for maintaining the present salinity 
would involve a demineralization or evaporation plant with resultant high costs 
for construction and perpetual operation. 

As a part of the problem, it was also necessary to evaluate the benefits to the 
Nation and to the city of Soap Lake that woud result from irrigation. of some 
5,300 acres (block 91) north and east of Soap Lake. Return flows from aout 
one-half of that area, scheduled for development in 1961, would affect the pians 
for control of the level or salinity of the lake waters. 
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The rising lake level has endangered the city sewage disposal system, has 
flooded beaches and some buildings, and has contributed to the flooding of base- 
ments due to rising ground water adjacent to the lake. The primary State high- 
way paralleling the east shore of the lake has also been endangered. The miner- 
alized concentration of the upper layer of the lake has been reduced both by 
the additional water entering the lake and the removal of an appreciable part 
of the dissolved salts by pumping to prevent flood damage. The lower layer of 
water in the lake has remained unaffected both as to volume and salinity. 

The Bureau has operated control works since early 1953, including interception 
wells and direct pumping from Soap Lake and Lake Lenore. These control 
works were operated to prevent or minimize flood damage, prevent contamination 
of irrigation supply, and provide some storage space in the lake in the event of an 
unforeseen emergency such as a canal break. This pumping was conducted 
initially in cooperation with the city of Soap Lake. Recently city officials and 
local civic organizations have complained about direct pumping from the lake. 
However, in the best public interests pumping from the lake was continued into 
March 1956. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 


From the data presented in this report, it is possible to make the following 
conclusions : 

1. The water surface elevations of Lake Lenore and Soap Lake were higher in 
in 1951 than the average for the past decade, and would have continued to rise 
at least through 1953 due to natural conditions, regardless of any operations on 
the Columbia Basin project. 

2. Inflow to Soap Lake in 1952 and 1953, resulting from natural conditions, 
exceeded the evaporation loss from the lake by approximately 2,200 acre-feet. 
That condition would have resulted in a rise in the lake surface elevation in those 
2 years of approximately 2.5 feet (above its elevation on January 1, 1952) if the 
Columbia Basin project had not existed. 

3. Since it is estimated that the lake surface would have reached at least eleva- 
tion 1,079.4 without the project, and since some of the basement floors are between 
elevations 1,079.5 and 1,080.5, it appears that without the project there would 
have been water in these basements, due to the natural ground-water gradient to 
the lake. 

4. A considerable part of the excess inflow to the Soap Lake Basin has been 
from sources over which the Bureau has no control. The estimated total inflow 
in excess of evaporation to Soap Lake Basin since the beginning of the operation 
of the irrigation system is 27,250 acre-feet. Of this total, 2,200 acre-feet have 
been from natural catises; 7,790 acre-feet have been contributed by return flow 
from farming operations beyond the control of the Bureau; and 17,260 acre-feet 
have been contributéd by losses from the irrigation system. An estimated 6,150 
acre-feet remain in ground storage, leaving a net excess inflow to Soap Lake of 
21,100 acre-feet. 

5. The Bureau has pumped 21,240 acre-feet from wells and directly from Soap 
Lake or 3,980 acre-feet more than the contribution from the irrigation system. 

6. Expenditures by the Bureau to January 1, 1956, have amounted to $872,900, 
with average annual operating cost of about $50,000. 

7. Studies and tests have established that Soap Lake is a saline body of water 
with two distinct and permanent layers of different density and salinity. As 
such, it appears to be conclusive that pumping from the upper layer of the lake 
will not adversely affect the quantity or quality of the lower layer. It also 
appears that it is possible to ultimately establish and maintain a two-layered 
lake, leaving its upper layer fresh and its lower layer highly saline. 

8. It appears that the Government can successfully defend its position against 
all claims that are based upon dilution of mineral concentration. Two claims 
were received and processed, based on alleged flood damage resulting from project 
operations. These claims were denied by the Solicitor in his decision T-710 
(Irrigation) rendered January 19, 1956. 

9. It appears practical to ultimately intercept by means of wells 10,860 acre- 
feet annually, which amount is considerably more than the 8,630 acre-feet ulti- 
mate estimated annual contribution from project-controlled facilities. It can be 
concluded that it would be possible to continue to intercept and remove, with- 
out pumping directly from Soap Lake, a volume of water equivalent to that 
originating from the project-controlled facilities but not that resulting from 
farm irrigation. 

10. It does not appear possible to reduce the total inflow of fresh water to 
the lake by interception to the extent that the reduced inflow will balance the 
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loss by evaporation. Therefore, it can be concluded that it does not appear feasi- 
ble to maintain the present mineral content of the upper layer of Soap Lake, and 
eventually this upper layer will become fresh. 

11. Even though it does not appear feasible to maintain the salinity of the 
upper layer of Soap Lake, there still remains a problem of controlling the lake 
level to prevent flood damage to shoreline property and of controlling ground- 
water levels in the city of Soap Lake, to minimize damage such as basement 
flooding. 

12. Control of the water-surface elevation of Soap Lake can be accomplished 
by any one or a combination of several engineering plans. These plans would 
remove the excess water from the Soap Lake Basin by pumping or by gravity 
outlet. Costs of any one plan depend upon both the method of removing the 
excess water from the basin and the provisions made for delaying the freshening 
of the upper layer of Soap Lake. 

13. The Bureau is presently providing lake-level control by pumping from 4 
interception wells, a temporary pumping plant on Soap Lake, and 2 permanent 
Lake Lenore pumping plants. Unless additional authorization and funds are 
received from the Congress, the Bureau operating plan will be to continue opera- 
tion of these existing control works to maintain the Soap Lake surface at about 
elevation 1,076 and to maintain ground-water levels in the city of Soap Lake 
so that damage could be minimized. The water surface of Lake Lenore will be 
lowered to or below the level of Soap Lake by 1957. A permanent control plan 
will be developed before the existing control works need replacement. 

14. Comparative costs for 6 possible control plans, both with and without 
development of block 91, are given. Three plans are designated “lake-level con- 
trol plans” representing pumping, gravity, and pump-gravity methods. lan 
No. 1 is essentially a continuation of present operations with the addition of 2 
more interception wells; plan No. 8 provides for immediate freshening of the 
upper layer of the lake with a permanent gravity outlet (tunnel) ; plan No. 9-A 
contemplatés operation for about 14 years with present facilities, at which time 
the upper layer of the lake would be sufficiently fresh to utilize a gravity out- 
let. Four plans, designated ‘salinity control plans,” incorporate various inter- 
ception provisions to delay or prevent freshening of the upper layer of the lake. 
Plan No. 10—A provides for continuing with only the present interception wells; 
plan No. 10-B is the same as plan No. 1, which includes 2 new wells; plan No. 
10—-C would provide for 5 new wells at the ends of the lake and 10 deep wells into 
bedrock at the sides of the lake; plans No. 10—D would intercept as much water 
as possible by placing grout curtains in rock along the sides and wells at the 
ends of the lake—the residual inflow not intercepted would be evaporated. 

15. Studies show that the benefit-cost ratios for development of block 91 are 
very favorable under any of the proposed plans for controlling the level of Soap 
Lake. Therefore, in the project interest, it can be concluded that block 91 should 
be developed essentially as programed. 

16. The 3,205 residents of Soap Lake including Lakeview had a gross income 
of about $2,993,000 in 1955. The expected additional $1,160,000 net annual farm 
income and $162,000 farm labor wage under potential irrigation development 
would result in about $1,586,000 of net annual income to business operators and 
as wages to their employees. Block 91 alone, the development of which is largely 
dependent upon the solution of the Soap Lake problem, will contribute over 
$400,000 annually of net income to the adjacent townspeople. The more than 
12,000 acres of potential irrigated lands, when added to that within the geo- 
graphic market area of the city of Soap Lake, would support a city larger than 
Soap Lake. The degree to which the effect of the existing and potential irriga- 
tion development is reflected in the economy of Soap Lake will depend largely 
upon the actions taken by the Soap Lake business people to attraet farm business. 

17. Although the mineral waters of Soap Lake have acquired a reputation 
for widespread therapeutic properties—particularly in treating Buerger’s dis- 
ease, research at Soap Lake by the State of Washington, however, showed that 
the spa treatment was not a specific treatment for this disease and that the 
large percentage of ulcerative or gangrenous lesions which healed only indicated 
the normal tendency for such healing resulting from rest, cleanliness, and ab- 
sence of ill-advised surgical procedures. The Federal Trade Commission ordered 
the manufacturer of salts evaporated from the lake water to cease representing 
that the salts would prevent, cure, or be beneficial in treating some 40 specific 
ailments, other than conditions which may be benefited by the laxative, diuretic, 
or cleansing properties of the salts. 


77296—56——2 
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BACKGROUND 


The Bureau included in its early planning for the project system a pumping 
plant near the south end of Blue Lake to intercept underground canal and reser- 
voir losses and prevent the accumulation of this seepage water in Lake Lenore 
and Soap Lake. This plan was later abandoned in favor of a pumping plant at 
the south end of Lake Lenore which would recapture more water at a lower cost. 

Early in 1950, in advance of irrigation operations, it was apparent that the 
continued rise of lake levels would result in a hazard to property in the event 
of a canal break or other emergency after the start of canal operations in 1951. 
A series of observation wells and test pumping wells were therefore drilled to 
secure data on ground water tributary to Soap Lake. 

Preliminary studies indicated that, if adequate capacity could be obtained 
from pumping wells, it might be feasible to intercept and remove sufficient fresh 
water from the Soap Lake Basin—resulting from irrigation system losses, return 
flow from farms, or normal inflow from precipitation—to prevent further rise 
of the lake level. Under these studies, it was planned to convey the intercepted 
water through a concrete-lined channel and discharge it southward into Rocky 
Ford Creek, a tributary to Moses Lake. Yields from the wells were in- 
significant and further consideration of this channel was postponed indefinitely. 

When it became apparent in the late fall of 1952 that the seasonal rise in 
Soap Lake was encroaching on private and municipal property, the Bureau of 
Reclamation and the city of Soap Lake entered into a contract for joint par- 
ticipation in pumping from Soap Lake. Participation by the Bureau with the 
city of Soap Lake in pumping directly from the lake has been considered justified 
in preventing contamination of the irrigation supply and providing some storage 
space below the former high water levels. This storage space in the lake 
alleviates possibility of damages from flooding in the event of a canal break or 
other unforeseen emergency and prevents or reduces damage to property while 
studies are made as to the sources of waters entering the lake and the best 
possible plan for disposing of excess inflows. 

Studies of other closed lake basins in eastern Washington show that their 
water surface elevations have had an upward trend during recent years and 
generally are higher than ever before recorded or remembered by local residents. 
The lakes studied include Medical Lake near Spokane, Jameson Lake about 25 
miles northwest of Ephrata in Moses Coulee, and a small lake near Washtucna. 
Studies have also been made of the relationships between precipitation, runoff, 
temperature, evaporation, and ground-water levels with respect to fluctuations 
in the level of Soap Lake. These studies show that even without irrigation 
operations the elevation of Soap Lake would have continued to rise during the 
past decade solely as a result of climatological conditions. 


PHYSIOGRAPHIC SETTING OF SOAP LAKE 


Soap Lake lies in a closed basin and is the southernmost of a chain of lakes 
in the old temporary bed of the Columbia River, which is now known as the 
lower Grand Coulee. The east and west sides of Soap Lake are bounded by 
high basalt cliffs, which rise several hundred feet above the lake. The area to 
the north, between Soap Lake and Lake Lenore, is covered with a fill of gravel 
and boulders overlying bedrock, and the lowest part of this topographic divide 
between the two lakes is about 30 feet above Soap Lake. To the south, the basin 
is blocked by a fill of sand, gravel, boulders, and some firm rock. The lowest 
point on the divide between Soap Lake and Rocky Ford Creek to the south is 
about 80 feet above Soap Lake. The glacial gravel fill at the north and south 
ends of Soap Lake is part of the Quincy Basin fill. At Ephrata, Wash., approxi- 
mately 6 miles to the southwest, this fill is 200 feet higher than Soap Lake. 


GEOLOGIC HISTORY 


Practically all of the rock that underlies the Columbia Basin project is basalt, 
a molten rock which poured out on the earth’s surface through deep fissures. 
This molten mass flowed over the land much like hot sirup, and then cooled to 
firm rock. This outpouring of liquid rock continued, spasmodically, until a huge 
thickness of basalt flows had accumulated in eastern Washington, Oregon, and 
Idaho. Erosion and adjustment of the earth’s crust took place after the basalt 
flow accumulation. The basalt flows on the project were folded into gentle 
hills and valleys, accompanied by some faulting where the rock was unable to 
withstand the folding action. 
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During recent geologic time, the Columbia River was blocked downstream 
from the present Grand Coulee Dam, Wash., by a huge mass of ice that squeezed 
down from the north. This created a huge lake that backed into Canada and 
Idaho, and eventually spilled over its side and flowed south into the Quincy 
Basin, creating another lake, which, in turn, overflowed south and returned to the 
Columbia River. This flood of river and glacier melt water created an immense 
waterfall a few miles north of what is now Coulee City, Wash. The face of the 
falls was undermined and receded northward to the Columbia River—thus 
creating the upper Grand Coulee. : 

A waterfall also developed at what is now Soap Lake and receded to the 
present Dry Falls at the north end of the lower Grand Coulee. About 40 cubic 
miles of rock were ripped out of the 2 coulees and some of it was deposited in the 
Quincy Basin as silts, sands, gravels, and boulders. Soap Lake lies in the lowest 
portion of the lower Grand Coulee, with the southern end blocked by the debris 
from the coulee excavations and by some firm rock. 

Senator Jackson. The Chair also would like to include in the rec- 
ord by reference the brief submitted by the city of Soap Lake, Wash., 
an incorporated municipality, dated March 21, 1956. 

(The brief, The Soap Lake Problem, filed with the committee.) 

Senator Jackson. Our first witness this morning is the mayor of 
Soap Lake, Mr. M. R. Newell. 

Mayor, will we be very pleased to hear from you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. M. R. NEWELL, MAYOR, CITY OF 
SOAP LAKE, WASH. 


Mr. Newett. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I would 
like to state that I do not believe it is the policy of the Government of 
the United States that it, or any of its agencies, believe in or approve 
of any action which might, due to Government operations, cause finan- 
cial loss or embarrassment, or deprive any of its citizens from that 
which is beneficial to them financially or otherwise, without just com- 
pensation being made for these losses, or remedial measures being taken 
to prevent further financial loss or deprivation. 

elieving this to be true, and due to the fact that the city of Soap 
Lake and its citizens have suffered financial loss and deprivation, we 
bring the matter of the Soap Lake problem before this committee 
and the Congress of the United States. 

Immediate steps must be taken if Soap Lake is to be preserved in its 
natural mineralized state and a definite plan adopted and put into 
effect immediately, so as to preserve these medicinal waters for the 
thousands who find relief in their use, and to prevent any further 
financial loss and embarrassment to the citizens of Soap Lake. 

There are paragraphs in the brief presented by the Bureau of Recla- 
mation which question the merits of the Soap Lake water. 

Gentlemen, I am not a scientist, nor a chemist, nor a doctor of medi- 
cine, but I have spent 7 years in the city of Soap Lake, during which 
time I have seen hundreds of people come cae go, of which many 
individuals have had complete cures, and others had their conditions 
alleviated or retarded. 

So regardless of statements made by anyone, I know, and so do 
hundreds of other Soap Lake citizens know from their own observa- 
tions, that these people were definitely helped from their use of Soap 
Lake water. 

I cannot tell you why or how this was accomplished, but the im- 
portant fact to be remembered is that it was accomplished. 
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I believe that it is now clear to this committee that it is not because 
of the financial loss alone, but because of the more important factor 
of the loss of these medicinal waters to the thousands of health seekers 
who visit Soap Lake each year, that we request the preservation of 
Soap Lake in its natural mineralized state. 

The bureau brief also brings up the question of ownership. We are 
of the opinion that the lake belongs to the people and not to any 
private organization nor agency of the Government. 

The city of Soap Lake and its citizens have been allowed, without 
restraint, to invest their money in facilities to bring these, medicinal 
waters into their establishments in order to make them available to 
those seeking their benefits. Soap Lake was a recognized health 
resort long before man conceived the idea of a Columbia Basin project. 
If anyone were to be eligible to prior rights to the lake, the city of 
Soap Lake should have these rights for the reason as stated above, 
that they were allowed, without restraint, to build an economy around 
the use of these waters. 

Eighty-five percent of the businesses of Soap Lake are comprised 
of the small cabin owners who have invested from $1,000 to $15,000 
each installation to provide Soap Lake water for their clientele. 

In addition to this, the city of Soap Lake has invested $53,000 in 
a Soap Lake system to bring the water to these establishments as well 
as to the many private homes having Soap Lake water systems. This 
represents a total investment of $150,000, exclusive of the Thoreson’s 
Soap Lake products plant, of which we do not at this time know the 
amount of investment. 

We believe the above information will be useful to this committee 
in determining their solution of the Soap Lake problem. 

Senator Jackson. Does that complete your formal statement ? 

Mr. Newe.u. It completes the formal statement, yes, Senator. 

Senator Jackson. Let me ask you a few questions, Mayor Newell. 

When did this problem first come to the attention of the people; 
namely, the rising level of the lake and the demineralization process 
that set in? 

Mr. Newe tu. The rising level of the lake, Mr. Chairman, came into 
notice about July of 1951. 

Senator Jackson. And it coincided with what development? 

Mr. Neweut. The continuing rise of the water to the point that if 
it continued to do so we were afraid of our installations, that is, our 
sewer lift stations and our sewer lines 

Senator Jackson. No, the rising level of the lake coincided with 
what Federal development ? 

Mr. Newey. Well, at that particular time, Long Lake Reservoir 
had water storage in it and there was water storage in the equaliza- 
tion reservoirs to the north of us and there was water which had run 
through the tunnel and ditches from the equalization reservoir to Long 
Lake. 

Senator Jackson. In other words, you never had this problem 
except to a minor degree in Soap Lake until the Federal development 
of the Columbia Basin project; is that correct? 

Mr. Newe tt. That is correct. 

Senator Jackson. As the water came up above the equalizing reser- 
voir at Long Lake you noticed a fresh water seepage in the lake and 
it had two effects ; did it not? 
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Mr. Newe tt. Right. 

Senator Jackson. One, it raised the level of the lake causing flood 
conditions to exist within the city of Soap Lake? 

Mr. Newett. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. Secondly, it had what effect upon the water con- 
tent ? 

Mr. Newetu. It had the effect of diluting the water, Mr. Chairman. 

However, it was not just the dilution that bothered us because our 
minerals still remained—— 

Senator Jackson. This was in the beginning? 

Mr. Newewt. That is right. 

Senator Jackson. Go ahead and develop it up to date. Bring it 
on up. 

Me Newetu. I might say we had many meetings with the Bureau 
regarding this problem and they seemed at that time very anxious to 
solve it and made statements that they would intercept the ground 
waters and return-flow waters and keep it under control. 

However, the water continued to rise and eventually we had to have 
an emergency pumping arrangement with the Bureau in order to 
save the flooding of the city itself. 

This continued through four off-irrigation seasons, during which 
time the Bureau was studying the problem, trying to devise a better 
or permanent solution. 

However, when we looked back on the Bureau of Reclamation’s 
progress over the past 4 years we realized that their progress in solving 
the problem was extremely unsatisfactory. All that could be defi- 
nitely shown as progress toward interception were 3 producing inter- 
ception wells, and 1 additional well of very little value toward the 
interception program. The city of Soap Lake had requested the 
drilling of these interception wells in 1951 and 1952, and I might say 
that all four wells could have easily been put into production the first 
year that the seepage waters entered Soap Lake. However, the fourth 
well was not drilled until January 1956. 

We were of the belief at that time that the Bureau had no real inten- 
tion of trying to intercept these seepage waters and thereby save the 
salinity of Soap Lake or their efforts in that direction would have been 
more evident. The city then realized that unless immediate action 
was taken to step up this interception program so that surface pump- 
ing could be discontinued, the salinity of Soup Lake would be perma- 
nently damaged and the lake would be lost. 

Senator Jackson, By losing the lake; what do you mean ? 

Mr. Newetu. Its mineral contents. 

Senator Jackson. Soap Lake is not only nationally famous, but 
internationally famous for its medicinal and healing quality; is that 
correct 4 

Mr. Newetx. That is correct. There is only one other lake similar 
to it in the world and that is the Baden-Baden Springs in Germany, 
which is not nearly as strong in saline as Soap Lake, 

Senator Jackson. People come from all over the United States 
and outside the United States to Soap Lake for treatment ? 

Mr. Newe.t. That is correct. 

Senator Jackson. After World War I the people suffering from 
Buerger’s disease, among others, were the early users of Soap Lake; 
is that correct 
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Mr. Neweu. Yes, and we have around 250 of them there at the 
present time that use these waters to retard Buerger’s disease. It is 
not a cure of the disease. 

However, it does clear up the ulcers and makes it possible for a man 
to save his legs, feet, for an indefinite length of time. 

Senator Jackson. It has a definite retarding effect so far as the 
Buerger’s disease is concerned. 

Mr. Newett. That is right. 

Senator Jackson. But there are people over at Soap Lake for treat- 
ment for other diseases, as well, as a matter of fact ? 

Mr. Newetu. One of the major uses is for skin diseases. It has a 
miraculous way of clearing up skin diseases that medical science has 
not been able to control. We do not know why this is, or how, but we 
know it isa fact. 

Every year many of them with skin diseases come in there and are 
cured and leave. 

Senator Jackson. And people have invested a lot of money in vari- 
ous clinics and bathhouses and so on in Soap Lake over the years, as 
a result of the medicinal qualities of the lake ? 

Mr. Newe.u. As a matter of/fatt that is the basis of our whole 
economy. Soap Lake has no retail’ stores which handle the sale of 
farm equipment, no feed stores, no automobile agencies, tractor agen- 
cies, or garages. These services are all available in the city of Ephrata, 
Wash., just 5 miles to the south of Soap Lake. As stated before, our 
whole economy is built on the medicinal waters of Soap Lake and all 
activities are geared toward this purpose. 

Senator Jackson. To sum up, Mayor, there are two distinct 
problems: 

No. 1 is the flood-control problem, to keep the lake from overflowing 
and directly destroying life and property. 

Mr. Newet. Yes. 

Senator Jackson. Secondly, is the destruction of this great medi- 
cinal resource in the form of minerals in the lake which is being 
diluted and dissipated as a result of fresh water seepage and surface 
pumping ? 

Mr. Newetu. That is correct. 

Senator Jackson. Now, the Bureau of Reclamation has had emer- 
gency pumping facilities in the lake to prevent actual overflow into 
the city; is that correct? 

Mr. Newexu. That is correct. 

Senator Jackson. In addition, they have dug some interceptor 
wells? 

Mr. Newe.u. They have four interception wells. 

Senator Jackson. And these interception wells are for the purpose 
of pumping out fresh water before it hits the lake; is that correct ? 

Mr. Newetu. That is correct ; at the present time they are intercept- 
ing a little better than 50 percent of these seepage waters. 

Senator Jackson. Now, what are your recommendations to the com- 
mittee in connection with this problem at the present time ? 

Mr. Newetn. I recommend that immediate action be taken along 
the lines submitted by the Bureau in their plan No. 10-C, namely, the 
addition of 4 extra wells at the north end of the lake and of 10 deep 
wells, 5 along the east side of the lake and 5 along the west side of 
the lake. 
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Senator Jackson. A total of 14 new wells, new interception wells? 

Mr. Newe wu. That is correct. 

I believe this plan should be put into operation immediately as an- 
other year even of surface pumping of Soap Lake would be damaging 
to the mineral content of the water. 

Senator Jackson. Now, what else do you suggest ? 

Mr. Neweuu. If we cannot save the lake, Mr. Chairman, eventually 
some compensation would have to be made to the city of Soap Lake 
and its people. 

Senator Jackson. That is an end problem if everything else fails, 
but do you have any suggestions with reference to possible outside 
assistance that might be given to the Bureau in the way of engineering 
studies ? 

Mr. Newe.u. I do, Senator. I believe that plan 10-C should be put 
into operation immediately. This would delay the freshening of the 
lake for a period of from 25 to 35 years, and might even prolong the 
salinity of Soap Lake indefinitely, depending on the actual results 
after the plan has been put into operation. This in the first place, Mr. 
Chairman, would protect the city of Soap Lake and its citizens while 
further studies were being made. uiondie, I request that the Bureau 
of Reclamation be specifically authorized to hire outside consultants 
in the geological and engineering field, whose special skills might be 
of use in determining the final action to be taken in preserving the 
salinity of: Soap Lake, and that the city of Soap Lake be allowed to 
name one of these consultants. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, this dual request is made for the reason that 
if a permanent solution cannot be found, the inauguration of plan 
10-C would give the city of Soap Lake and its citizens time to build 
a new economy previous to the freshening of the lake. Otherwise, it 
would mean the economic collapse of the city. 

We further request that block 91 be withdrawn from the irrigation 
construction program of the Columbia Basin project as seepage waters 
from this area when brought under irrigation might be impossible to 
intercept or control. 

Senator Jackson. What you are suggesting is that, if necessary, the 
Congress should give authority to the Bureau to hire outside engineer- 
ing consultants who might have special qualifications in this field in 
an effort to reach a long-range solution not to merely prevent the 
overflow of the lake, but to save the resource of the lake, which is in 
the form of the mineral qualities that you have discussed here before 
the committee? 

Mr. Newey. That is what we want. 

Senator Jackson. Those are the two things that you suggest, first, 
that these interception wells be pushed forward as rapidly as possible? 

Mr. Newe tu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. That is very important, is it not? 

Mr. Newewi. Very important. 

Senator Jackson. And, secondly, that the committee give some 
authority to the Bureau if such authority is necessary ? 

Mr. Newe tu. That is correct. 

Senator Jackson. To employ outside engineering talent to push it 
forward ? 

Mr. Newe ut. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Jackson. Mr. Lineweaver. 

Mr. Linewraver. Mr. Chairman, I suggest that there be incorpo- 
rated in the record by reference the report of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion on the Soap Lake problem, Soap Lake, Wash., dated March 1956. 

Senator Jackson. Without objection, the report will be incorpo- 
rated by reference. 

We are incorporating in detail, however, the summary of the report. 

Mr. LinewraAver. Yes, and particular attention is called in this re- 
port to the comparative costs of the Soap Lake problem, which is figure 
4 in the report just referred to. The costs of the plan as stated by 
Mayor Newell is estimated at a capital cost of $432,000. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 
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Senator Jackson. That is for 14 new wells? 

Mr. Lirxewraver. Yes; without the so-called block 91, which is some 
twenty-four acres above the lake which is included in the irrigation 
plans. 

Senator Jackson. Which is not now under irrigation, but which is 
planned for ? 

Mr. Linewraver. Yes. With block 91 the capital cost would be 
$515,800. 

Senator Jackson. Would you explain why that additional cost ? 

Mr. Lineweaver. Because of the necessity of the operation of block 
91, the seepage and runoff. 

Senator Jackson. You mean there would be additional pumping 
due to the seepage that would occur from irrigation of those acreages ? 

Mr. Linewraver. Yes; and the annual maintenance cost without 
block 91 would be $71,120, and with block 91 would be $74,880. 

That is the pumping cost and maintenance of the operation. 

Mr. Newett. Mr. Chairman, I believe it is important that this com- 
mittee realize that there is a serious and expensive problem here of 
just lake control and the difference between just lake control and saving 
the salinity of the water is not too great. 

Senator Jackson. Will you state that again ? 

Mr. Newe wv. I say the main problem, of course, with the Bureau, is 
lake control and that in itself is an expensive problem; that is to keep 
it from flooding the city and so forth, which is the responsibility in our 
estimation of the bureau of Reclamation. 

Now, the additional cost of saving the salinity of the lake in this 
control, I do not believe is an unreasonable figure. 

Senator Jackson. What is your estimate of that? Your point is 
that with these pumps, if you can stop the imposition of the fresh 
water, the dilution that now is going on will terminate and the mineral 
content of the lake will be restored ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Newer. Well, what I was really bringing out, Senator, is that 
you have to pump water whether you pump it out of wells or out of the 
lake. 

The additional cost is in drilling your wells to pick up the water 
rather than in surface pumping. 

Senator Jackson. I understand. Thank you very much, mayor. 

We have with us this morning Hubert H. Walter, executive secre- 
tary of the Columbia Basin Commission, State of Washington. 

Do you have a brief statement, Mr. Walter ¢ 


STATEMENT OF HUBERT H. WALTER, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, 
COLUMBIA BASIN COMMISSION, OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Watrer. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I have a prepared statement 
I would like to file and speak very briefly. 

Senator Jackson. Without objection, it will be included in the rec- 
ord at this point. 

Mr. Watrer. Thank you, sir. 
(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


















es Seen a ay tote A BFE 





pane 















a on 














eae 


eee 







COLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT 15 


STATEMENT OF Husert H. WALTER OF THE WASHINGTON STATE COLUMBIA Basin 
COMMISSION IN BEHALF OF PRESERVING SOAP LAKE 


My name is Hubert H. Walter and I am administrative assistant to the 
Columbia Basin Commission, an agency of the State of Washington, authorized 
by the legislature and charged with the responsibility of natural resource de- 
velopment. This commission is composed of 6 members with 3 appointed by the 
Governor and 8 elected by the 8 irrigation districts of the Columbia Basin 
project. 

We are vitally concerned in the problem of preserving the salinity and con- 
trolling the level of Soap Lake. The Columbia Basin Commission is fully aware 
of the value of Soap Lake to the economy of the State of Washington and is 
cognizant of its value in the treatment of human diseases. The Columbia 
Basin Commission and the Joint Boards of Columbia Basin Irrigation Districts, 
for which I also serve as secretary, have repeatedly supported saving Soap 
Lake as a saline lake. The Columbia Basin Commission, at its meeting April 
26, reaffirmed this position and adopted a resolution calling upon the Federal 
Government to do everything possible within reason to retain this lake in its 
present saline condition and at an agreed-upon level. Similar stands have been 
taken by the individual irrigation districts within the Columbia Basin project. 

However, the commission, the joint boards, and the individual boards believe 
that the retention of Soap Lake in its present state is not a part of the Co- 
lumbia Basin project activities, nor would the accomplishment of the goal con- 
tribute anything directly to the success of the irrigation of the lands within this 
basin. For that reason, they have asked repeatedly that the cost of saving 
this lake not be charged against the water users of the project. The costs 
incurred in the past have been assessed against ea project. We believe that the 
lake should be saved, but that the saving of it is in the national interest, and 
therefore should not be a reimbursable cost against the farmers of the project 
who already are heavily burdened with repayment obligations and operation 
and maintenance costs that recur year after year. 

For many years the lake has been used by those suffering from several ail- 
ments. We are not scientifically prepared to pass judgment on whether real 
or permanent cures have been accomplished, but we are certain from our contact 
with those suffering from ailments, particularly those afflicted with the dreaded 
3uerger’s disease, thoroughly believe that they are helped by these waters. The 
return of those suffering from these diseases and their honest convictions that 
they are being helped makes this lake, kept in its saline condition, a national 
asset. 

We have been informed that nowhere else in this country is there a body of 
water like it. The record shows that annually there are 41,000 visitors to the 
town of Soap Lake which has a stable population of 2,580 people. They came 
last year from 82 different States, from Canada, Mexico, and even from European 
countries. 

Soap Lake is a community whose economy is based wholly and solely upon 
activities of the resort and medicinal claims of Soap Lake. To permit this 
lake to become fresh, no matter for what reason, would be a calamity for hun- 
dreds suffering from various diseases. 

It would be ruinous to the population of that town, as it would mean the loss 
of its whole economy. ‘The people there have invested heavily to serve those 
who come there for recreation or for medical treatment. The town has an 
assessed value of $4,785,637. This would be lost to the investors if the town 
went out of existence, which seems reasonable to believe would oceur if the 
lake were permitted to become fresh. 

But the greatest loss would be to those suffering from various diseases who 
believe that Soap.Lake water gives them their only relief. They would lose 
hope, and with that, lose everything, and these are people scattered over 32 States 
of the Union. 

The commission, the joint boards, and the individual districts hope that the 
Government can find some way to intercept the fresh water now draining into 
the lake at a reasonable cost. It might be possible to drill wells, intercept the 
fresh water and pump it into the irrigation canal and use it for watering 
the lands for agricultural purposes. The thought occurs that the cost of doing 
this would be cheaper than to pump an equal amount of water from Lake Roose- 
velt behind Grand Coulee Dam into the equalizing reservoir, a lift of 285 feet. 

The Bureau of Reclamation has proposed several ways in which to deal with 
this problem. We believe that the various proposals offered be explored to the 
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fullest within reason with the thought being to save Soap Lake in its present 
saline condition and at an agreed-upon level. 

To do this is in the national interest. It would be the preservation of a natural 
resource unequaled anywhere in the country. It is and should continue to be 
an asset to the State of Washington. 

The cost of this exploration is beyond what can be handled at the local level. 
It would mean a cost which could not be considered a part of the Columbia Basin 
project construction program or a factor in the operation and maintenance, and 
therefore should not be a reimbursable cost against the water users of this 
project or the people of the State of Washington. 

We urgently request that Federal moneys be provided insofar as possible to 
explore to the fullest extent the possibilities of saving Soap Lake, and that 
the most economical and successful plan be followed and maintained on a non- 
reimbursable basis. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Water. My name is Hubert H. Walter. I am administrative 
assistant to the Columbia Basin commission, which is a State agency 
charged with the resource development and also I am secretary of 
the joint boards of Columbia Basin Irrigation District, which are 
municipal corporations operating the irrigation districts under the 
laws of the State of Washington. 

Now, I am speaking for both organizations. We are in whole- 
hearted support of doing everything possible to save Soap Lake. 

When I say “save,” I mean to save the salinity of it and to keep 
the level down so that the town will not be flooded out. It may be an 
expensive operation ; it may not. 

ut we have taken the position and I have been so instructed to 
testify here, that in this it should be a nonreimbursable cost. 

So far the pumping and the installation are a charge against the 
water users and we are paying the operation and maintenance bill 
- do this and we feel that we should not have to go on forever doing 
that. 

Now, the matter of $75,000 a year is a direct assessment, operation 
and maintenance direct assessment, back against the farmers, 

This lake and salinity is a national asset and we believe it is in the 
national interest to preserve this lake. The records have shown that 
there were 41,000 overnight visitors in Soap Lake last year. They 
came from 32 States, as well as from foreign countries. We do not 
know what the medicinal values of this lake are, but we live with it 
ourselves and we agree with Mayor Newell that it is of value to these 
people suffering from the various diseases. 

We have talked to a lot of them. Whether it is curing them, or not, 
there is a psychological advantage maybe, and they believe in it. 

We believe their interests should be protected. The salinity of this 
lake should be maintained. The water should be intercepted, if 
possible. 

So we are in full support of saving that lake in its present condition 
of the salinity and at an agreed-upon level, but we do not feel that 
it should continue to be a cost against the water users of the project. 

Senator Jackson. It ought to be paid out of the power revenues. 

Mr. Water. Paid out of the power revenues, or maybe it should 
be on a direct a ere riation, flood control, or rivers and harbors. 

The saving of t e bike: the saving of the salinity of the lake, keeping 


it at an agreed-upon level, has no direct benefit whatsoever to the 
irrigation project. But there is not a man on the board, nor a man 
on the commission, that does not realize that this is an asset to the 
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State of Washington and it is a Federal asset, that it should be main- 
tained by the Federal Government and not a charge put against the 
water users on the Columbia Basin. 

To let this lake go back to a fresh lake would be a calamity for the 
city of Soap Lake. Their whole economy is based upon this lake. 
They have an investment there, the people, with an assessed valuation 
of approximately $5 million. 

Those who have made that investment have a right to have that 
investment protected. It is a Federal activity that is contributing, 
and that is admitted, to the dilution of this lake. 

As far as the indemnities or other things, we feel that that is some- 
thing beside the point, but first of all there should be every effort made 
to save the lake in its present salinity and at an agreed upon level and 
and at imitate cost against the water users. 

Senator Jackson. And that, I take it, in the judgment of the com- 
mission, is a most important objective in the preservation of this 
resource. 

Mr. Watrer. Yes, sir; it is a greater asset as a salinity lake than 
it could possibly be as a fresh-water lake. 

On top of that, the human element that is in there, the fact that 
these people come there by the hundreds for the treatments and they 
feel it is doing them good, and people are returning year after year, 
there must be something to it. 

The first thing we believe, and the only thing to do, is to save the 
salinity of the lake without its being charged against the farmers who 
have sufficient problems of their own right now, anyway. 

Senator Jackson. Thank you very much, Mr. Walter. 

We have with us from the State of Washington Senator George D. 


Zahn, who is a member of the Columbia Basin Commission. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE D. ZAHN, MEMBER, COLUMBIA BASIN 
COMMISSION, STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Senator Jackson. Senator Zahn, do you have a statement you would 
like to make at this time? 

Mr. Zaun. My name is George D. Zahn, Senator from the State of 
Washington, and a member of the Columbia Basin Commission. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to support Mr. Walter’s statement as 
a commissioner, that that is the deliberations and findings of the 
Columbia Basin Commission. 

Furthermore, I would like to bring to the committee the support of 
the State of bse omg, sot officially as represented by Gov. Arthur B. 
Langlie through his department of conservation and development, Mr. 
William Galbraith, chairman. 

That department has considered the problem and represented to 
the Governor that it poses a problem that should be approached and 
Governor Langlie indicates to this congressional committee that he is 
in support of your directing the Bureau to make an attempt to solve 
the problem. 

e in no way is depreciating the work that the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion has done. 

I believe at the State level and the Bureau level, it is recognized as 
a distinct roel, but Soap Lake has long been a tourist attraction 
and a medicinal place where people have come for various diseases. 
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It has been featured in the State advertising over a number of years. 

Its over 3,000 inhabitants have a gross income possibility, in fact an 
actuality in 1955, of around $3 million, or slightly under that, and 
it seems highly desirable that this problem be approached and solved 
in the direction of saving the lake for the benefit of the people of the 
State of Washington and the Nation. 

I think that is all, Mr. Chairman, unless there are any questions. 

Senator Jackson. Thank you very much, Senator Zahn. We 
appreciate having your statement. 

We have with us from the Bureau of Reclamation, Floyd E. 
Dominy, Director of Irrigation Operations. 

Mr. Dominy, do you have a report for the committee ? 


STATEMENT OF FLOYD E. DOMINY, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


Mr. Domrny. Mr. Chairman, in the 13 days that have transpired 
since the introduction of Senate bill 3730, we have not had a proper 
length of time to develop an official departmental report and clear it 
through the Bureau of the Budget. 

So I am not in a position today to express with finality the position 
of the administration with respect to Senate bill 3730. 

In my position as Chief of the Division of Irrigation, I have tried 
to keep informed in connection with this problem and the various 
ramifications of it from our operations point of view, and I will be 
— pleased to give the committee the benefit of any such additional 

acts. 

Senator Jackson. We would like to have your present views; un- 
derstanding, of course, that they are not final because such views 
would have to be cleared through the Department and the Bureau 
of the Budget. 

With that understanding, I would appreciate having your informal 
comments at this time. 

Mr. Domrny. I think that the Bureau of Reclamation and the De- 
partment of the Interior would agree wholeheartedly with the ex- 
pression here that whatever the Congress should elect to do in terms 
of expenditure of funds in an effort to control the salinity of Soap 
Lake should not be a burden on the irrigation water users in the Co- 
lumbia Basin project. 

Senator Jackson. You feel that is a sound approach, do you not? 

Mr. Domriny. Yes, indeed. We would feel that any effort along 
that line ought to be either a nonreimbursable item, or a charge 
against the power revenues of the project rather than a burden on 
the annual operation and maintenance costs against the water users. 

Senator Jackson. The water users have already incurred a sub- 
stantial liability. 

Mr. Dominy. We have charged to date as a project cost a little 
short of a million dollars in the efforts that we have expended in 
wells and in pumping costs, not only to control the level of the lake, 
but also to intercept as much fresh water as possible so as to avoid 
diluting the dissolved solids in the lake. 

Now, at this point in our review of the problem we are not prepared 
to advise the Congress with any degree of certainty that it would be 
physically possible, regardless of cost, to control the intrusion of 
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fresh water to the extent that we could guarantee preservation of 
the present saline quality of the lake over any period of time. _ 

In other words, it may be that a preservation of the saline quality 
of the lake might ultimately depend, under full irrigation develop- 
ment, on some kind of artificial evaporation to preserve the salts. 

Senator Jackson. In other words, the solution might rest in a 
device by which you could propagate the mineral content rather than 
attempt to try to simply divert all the fresh water from coming 
in? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes. We are not able to tell you from our examina- 
tion of the geology of the area and from our knowledge of the amount 
of water applied to the irrigation lands that would, because of the 
terrain and geology, flow toward the Soap Lake closed basin, that we 
would be able to intercept a high enough proportion of those waters 
to prevent some pumping from the lake in an effort to hold the level 
of the lake; and any pumping from the lake, of course, takes dissolved 
solids from the lake. 

The reason it is soapy now is because it is a closed lake with no 
outlet and the only loss of water is from evaporation. That process 
does preserve the salinity of the lake. 

Whenever it is necessary to pump from the lake to control its level, 
then, of course, solids are removed and they are not replaceable except 
through the natural process there. 

Now, we agree with the mayor that the plan 10-C would probably 
prolong that period over and beyond the wells that are already in, 
were those additional wells to be drilled and the additional pumping 
to be undertaken. It would undoubtedly prolong the period of time, 
but with block 91 irrigated, which is now scheduled, I believe, for 
settlement in about 1961, there will be additional fresh-water intru- 
sions to the lake. 

We cannot assure you with certainty that plan 10-C would be 
capable of intercepting all of those flows. 

Senator Jackson. Assuming block 91 comes in? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes. 

Senator Jackson. Does that complete your remarks at this time, 
Mr. Dominy ? 

Mr. Dominy. I believe so, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Jackson. What authority would the Bureau need to go 
ahead with 10—-C and what authority, if any—I am speaking of legis- 
lative authority—what authority, if any, would they need to obtain 
from the Congress to, say, hire outside consultants who could prob- 
ably come up with some recommendation engineeringwise on this 
proposition. 

Mr. Domrny. I have no doubt, Mr. Chairman, that the Department 
of the Interior and the Bureau of Reclamation at present has authority 
to employ such consultants as we might need to advise us on any 
problem in connection with the development of the Columbia Basin 
project. Any consultant fee would be a project charge and would be 
reimbursable unless it was authorized by act of Congress and made 
nonreimbursable or specifically assigned for repayment from power 
revenues. 

Senator Jackson. What did you think of the idea of calling in 
some outside consultants on this problem ? 
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Mr. Dominy. We have in the course of our consideration of this 
problem used the services available to us from the Geological Survey 
and from the State institutions in the State of Washington. We have 
used all that value of those scientific analyses that could be made 
available to us. 

Whether or not there are consulting geologists who could add meas- 
urably to the overall knowledge of the area and the geology of it, and 
would be able to give us a proposed solution at a more economical 
estimate than anything we have, would be debatable. 

I just have no opinion as to whether or not that would be possible. 

Senator Jackson. Would you at least have the Bureau explore the 
possibilities of outside consultants to assist in this matter? I think 
that is very important because certainly it is a unique problem and 


there does not seem to be any assured solution at this time; is that 
correct ? 


Mr. Dominy. That is our opinion. 

Senator Jackson. Before we spend a lot more money it would seem 
wise to make sure that we are making the right approach from an 
engineering, geological standpoint. 

Mr. Domriny. I will be very glad to convey the committee’s request 
for that consideration to the Commissioner. 

Senator Jackson. I am thinking of a long-range solution. Of 
course, I am not trying to mitigate the necessity of trying to continue 
dealing with the current problem of water seepage and the overflow, 
but in trying to reach a long-range term permanent solution to the 
en I think the committee would be very much interested in 

aving the Bureau report back to us on the feasibility of obtaining 
some outside engineering assistance. 

Mr. Domrny. It may be that with the material which we have 
gathered and which is available that it might be profitable to employ 
a qualified consultant, first to review the data which has been gathered 
and get an expression from that consultant whether or not additional 
investigations and additional data might be of value, and then perhaps 
we could make a decision. 

Senator Jackson. Could you do that now? You have funds avail- 
able to bring in consultants, at least to review the data that you have 
and to find out what further steps might be necessary? See if the 
present technicians are feasible. 

Mr. Domryy. It is my opinion that we would have the authority 
under our general operating authority to do that, sir. 

Senator Jackson. There are funds, I know, we appropriate each 
year for the employment of consultants, up to $100 a day maximum. 

But would you be good enough to do that and see if review could 
not be made without delay of the data which you now have available 
and ascertain if present approaches are sound and if further study is 
needed, then you can advise us of that so that we can ascertain whether 
we need any additional legislative action. 

Mr. Domrny. I will be pleased to do that. 

The committee understands, I am sure, that the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion in this calendar year is proceeding as we have in the past several 
years to intercept to the maximum extent possible with the wells 
presently available to us, the inflow of fresh water. We will pump 
from the surface of the lake only if it becomes necessary to control 
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the level at that which will prevent damage to the town and the private 
property on the shore of the lake. 

Senator Jackson. Now, in connection with carrying out plan 10-C, 
I take it you need additional appropriations. 

Mr. Dominy. We would be reluctant to undertake 10-C in the ab- 
sence of a direct expression from Congress that it is the will of Con- 
gress that we undertake that scope of the program and with direction 
from Congress as to where it should be charged, either as a project 
cost or as a cost against the project for return by power, or as non- 
reimbursable. 

Senator Jackson. So you feel at least there ought to be some legis- 
lative expression, whether it is in the report accompanying an appro- 
priation bill or by specific authorizing legislation. 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, sir; because as our report indicates, it is our 
judgment that the project is not legally responsible for preservation of 
the mineral content of the lake, and, therefore, the Commissioner of 
Reclamation feels that he is not authorized to make further expendi- 
tures with project funds. 

Mr. Lineweaver. That also applies to all these plans. 

Mr. Domrny. Yes, any additional capital expenditure. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Will you use your influence down there to get a 
report from the department as quickly as possible ? 

Mr. Dominy. Thank you for the compliment on the word “influ- 
ence,” Mr..Lineweaver. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Dominy, I think it would be helpful that we 
do get a report as rapidly as possible because we do have a pending bill 
which you can use as a working basis. It is not intended to be a final 
legislative bill in any sense of the word, but I do think we should have 
the comments from the Bureau, with the approval of the department, 
of course, and the Bureau of the Budget, as soon as possible so that we 
can act on this before we adjourn. 

Mr. Domrny. Yes, we have a report in the making and I am sure 
that we will have it up here soon. 

Senator Jackson. Senator Magnuson is tied up in another meeting 
this morning. ; 

Mr. Irvin Hoff, his assistant, is here. 

Do you wish to make a statement at this time ? 

Mr. Horr. Not at this time. 

Senator Jackson. We included the letter from Senator Magnuson 
to the chairman of the full committee at the outset and I think that 
pretty well outlines the problem. 

T also have a letter dated May 2, 1956, from Senator Alan Bible, of 
Nevada, in which he requests early action on Senate bill 3730, which 
letter I will place in the record at this point. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


UNITep States SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
May 2, 1956. 
Hon. James E. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: A constituent of mine, and a very good friend, has written 
to me about S. 3730, to provide for protecting Soap Lake, Wash., which wag intro- 
duced on April 25 and referred to Senate Interior Committee. 


77296—56——-4 
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Due to illness in his family, he is very much interested in the preservation of 
Soap Lake because of its curative minerals, and he has asked that I do all I can 
to expedite the legislation. 


I would appreciate it if the committee could schedule early action on the bill. 
Cordially, 


ALAN BIBLE. 

Senator Jackson. Then, Mr. Dominy, we will defer further hear- 
ings on this matter until we have your report, and then as soon as 
we obtain the report we will proceed to take up the views of the 
Bureau on the proposed bill. 

You mentioned the evaporation that occurs in the lake and artificial 
evaporation. What did you mean? 

Mr. Domrny. My statement there was to the effect that it is our 
present judgment, based on our knowledge of the ro and the 
geology and the quantities of fresh water that will inevitably flow 
toward the lake under full project development, that it is not physi- 
cally possible, the ground water structure is of such character that 
interception wells cannot be put down in such number, regardless of 
cost or how many wells you drill—it is our belief from the geological 
structure that it is physically impossible to intercept the water that 
will be flowing into that basin and, therefore, there must be some pump- 
ing from the surface of the lake in addition to whatever program is 
instituted in the way of interception wells and that any pumping takes 
out the dissolved solids so that if you were to preserve the present 
saline quality of the lake, we feel that additional means of evaporation 
are necessary over what nature supplies in order to avoid that pump- 
ing, you see, from the surface. 

Senator Jackson. What would you suggest? 

Mr. Dominy. There are, of course, artificial means of evaporation, 
but they are very, very expensive. 

Senator Jackson. You mean the investment cost would be very 
high ? 

Mr. Domrny. Yes, both the investment and maintenance cost in 
artificial evaporation would be very costly. 

For example, on the saline water program I think the cheapest 
method that has been developed to date in a period of 5 or 6 years of 
pretty intensive research 

Senator Jackson. We have been investing money over the years, I 
know. 

Mr. Domryy. Yes, and I believe the cost of the cheapest method 
that has been developed to date, even on brackish water, which has a 
dissolved solids of only a fraction as much as Soap Lake water, is run- 
ning about $150 an acre-foot. 

Senator Jackson. Is there any other method that has been de- 
veloped ? 

Mr. Dominy. The saline water conversion research program has 
used a number of methods in their research and the cheapest method 
they have come up with shows a cost of about $150 an acre-foot, even 
for brackish water and water of this high saline content would, of 
course, cost many times more than that under any methods that we 
know now for artificial evaporation of brackish water. 

Senator Jackson. I am wondering whether the solution of this is 
interception of the water before it reaches the lake through ‘wells, 
underground boring, before it reaches the lake, or whether there is not 
some possible solution through artificial evaporation. 
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In the long-term it may be cheaper than the operation of a series 
of wells and then any overflow you could handle by pumps in the lake. 

Mr. Domuny. Of course, that is the problem. Any time you oper- 
ate the pumps you are tending to destroy the salinity of the lake. 

Senator Jackson. You have to have it for an emergency ¢ 

Mr. Domriny. Yes. 

Senator Jackson. If your evaporation system works, you will not 
need it? 

Mr. Dominy. That is right. 

Senator Jackson. I am thinking of an emergency or as a standby 
device, it is almost essential. 

Well, the Chair will appreciate very much, Mr. Dominy, if we can 
get an early report so that we can take appropriate action by the 
committee before we adjourn. 

The Chair is particularly interested in the possibility of the Bureau 
reviewing the data that is now available through employment of con- 
sultants or any other appropriate means you feel will be necessary 
and helpful in reviewing that data. 

If you will report back to us just as soon as you have that report, we 
can reconvene the committee and take up the pending bill before us. 

Mr. Domuny. All right, we will do our best to expedite an official 
report on your bill. 

Senator Jackson. Thank you very much. 

Thank you gentlemen from the State of Washington for giving us 
this very helpful information. 

Mr. Lineweraver. I might say, Mr. Chairman, that we have a letter 
from Mayor Newell to Senator Murray, dated April 11, 1956, I think 
you have one, too, showing the cost that the city of Soap Lake has 
incurred, which will be incorporated in the record. 

Senator Jackson. Yes; the Chair will keep the record open for the 
inclusion of any other additional letters or data that the mayor would 
like to submit, or anyone else, on this specific item. 

Is that all right, Mayor Newell? 

Mr. Neweti. That is fine, and I would like to have the letter to 
Senator Murray dated April 11, 1956, included in the record. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 

Crry or Soap LAKE, WASH., 
April 11, 1956. 
Re Soap Lake, Wash., problem. 
Senator Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate. 

GENTLEMEN: You are no doubt familiar with the Soap Lake problem concern- 
ing the seepage of waters into Soap Lake from the Columbia Basin irrigation 
project. Briefs have been submitted concerning the problem by the city of Soap 
Lake, Wash., and the United States Bureau of Reclamation. 

The brief of the city of Soap Lake was limited to the control of the problem. 
Examination of the briefs will prove beyond a doubt that the city of Soap Lake 
has been materially damaged as a result of this seepage water. Consequently, as 
a result of this seepage water and the damage to the city, claim is hereby respect- 
fully presented to the United States Government for damages that have resulted 
to the city of Soap Lake, Wash. 

In support of the city’s claim, attached hereto and made a part hereof, is a 
certificate of the city clerk verifying actual expenditures made by the city as a 
result of the seepage waters entering Soap Lake. 


Respectfully submitted. 
M. R. Newer, Mayor. 
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CERTIFICATE OF EXPENDITURES 


I, Ernest Fencl, the duly elected, acting and qualified clerk of the city of Soap 
Lake, Wash., hereby certify that the following is a true and correct list of official 
expenditures made to protect or repair city property, by the city of Soap Lake, 
Wash., as a result of a rising lake level caused by the seepage waters of the 
Columbia Basin irrigation project, and I further certify that there is in my office 
official vouchers authorizing the expenditures of these funds: 


Park bond levy 

5-mill levy lift station sewer line 

City labor, 1954 

Westover & Hope, seawall protection 
R. Prudhon, park property 

Fire department 

R. B. McNeil, rewiring lift stations_ 
Pierson’s Machine Shop, lift stations. 
Columbia Studios 


a3 


Columbia Concrete, steel, lift stations 1 and 2. 
Columbia Concrete, cement. 

Power for pumping lake 

Traveling expense, Olympia 

Telephone calls to date, estimated 


BSSESisek 
SSSS2SS8R35 


Dated this 12th day of April, 1956. 
[SEAL] ERNEST FENCL, 
City, Clerk, City of Soap Lake, Wash. 
Senator Jackson. Thank you very much. The subcommittee will 
stand in recess. 
(Thereupon, at 11 p. m., the subcommittee was adjourned.) 





ACREAGE LIMITATIONS, COLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT 
(S. 3826) 


——_—- ——_— 


MONDAY, MAY 7, 1956 


Unrrep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INsuLAR AFFaIRs, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 2 p. m., pursuant to call, Senator Henry 
M. Jackson, of Washington, presiding. 

Present: Senator Henry M. Jackson, of Washington. 

Also present: Senator Warren G. Magnuson, of Washington. 

Senator Jackson. The subcommittee will come to order. 

Mr. Lineweaver ? 

Mr. Lineweaver. We have comments from the Department of the 
Interior dated May 7, 1956, together with a report on the progress of 
settlement and land development on the Columbia Basin project, 
Washington, which was requested by the chairman. This report on 
progress covers the period from 1948 to 1956, but as no bill has been 
introduced no comments on the bill have been made. I think, Mr. 


Chairman, in accordance with — suggestion, I will ask Mr. Dominy 


to make a brief summary of the acreage limitation provisions of the 
Columbia Basin Project Act of 1943. 

(A bill S. 3826 was subsequently introduced by Senators Magnuson 
and Jackson (see text, p. 72).) 

Senator Jackson. The Chair will include at this point in the record 
a letter addressed to the chairman of the full committee, Senator Mur- 
ray, from Clarence A. Davis, Acting Secretary of the Interior, dated 
May 7 of this year, which includes a statement entitled “Progress of 
Settlement and Land Development, Columbia Basin Project, 1948 
Through March 1956.” 

Without objection that statement will be included in the record at 
this point. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE UNTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D, C., May 7, 1956. 

Hon. JaAmMEs DB. Murray, 


Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 

My Dear Senator Murray: In accordance with the request contained in your 
letter of April 23, 1956, we are enclosing herewith in duplicate a narrative report 
on the progress of settlement and land development on the Columbia Basin 
project in Washington. 

The facts set forth in this report substantiate our belief that the legislative 
directives of the Columbia Basin Project Act, especially as they relate to the 
establishment of adequate family-sized farms, have been consistently carried out. 
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For the most part project farms appear to be potentially capable, if properly 
developed and efficiently managed, of yielding a suitable level of living for the 
settler and his family. There are admittedly instances where existing farms 
are somewhat small. Where such circumstances are known to prevail every 
effort is directed toward equitable adjustment of the situation in question. For 
this purpose the provisions of the Project Act and the act of August 13, 1953, are 
adequate. 

We are firm in our conviction that the most critical need of project settlers 
is for increased long-term credit. Commercial and Government lending agencies 
have been active in the area to various degrees. The Farmers Home Adminis- 
tration especially has rendered invaluable service. However, the FHA finds it- 
self extended to the limits of its authority, funds, and personnel. Direct action 
by this Department toward the resolution of this problem is, of course, outside 
the scope of our authority. Nevertheless, we are vitally interested in any pro- 
posals or suggestions which might lead to the availability of urgently needed 
credit to project farmers. 

We appreciate your interest and that of the committee in this matter and 
assure you of our utmost cooperation in the interests of sound project develop- 
ment in accord with the objectives of the Columbia Basin Project Act. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLARENCE A. DAvIs, 
Acting Secretary of the Interior. 


PROGRESS OF SETTLEMENT AND LAND DEVELOPMENT, COLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT, 
1948 To Marcu 1956 


Active settlement and development of the Columbia Basin project was initiated 
in 1948 with the announced availability of water for 82 full-time farms which 
then comprised irrigation block No. 1. During the ensuing 8 years the avail- 
ability of water has been extended to 3,979 full-time farm units in 26 irrigation 
blocks. By the beginning of 1956, 91 percent of this total had been brought to 
a state of conformance with the boundaries established by the officially recorded 
farm unit plats. Slightly in excess of 75 percent of that same total was then 
eligible for actual delivery of project water insofar as it was possible to deter- 
mine on the basis of documentary evidence supplied by the owners of record. 
Water was delivered to approximately 2,400 farm units in 1955 and it is expected 
that water will be delivered to approximately 3,300 farm units in 1956. Of the 
foregoing 3,979 farm units, 22 percent or 873 were made available for purchase 
from the Government by qualified veterans who made application under provi- 
sions of public announcements. 

In an effort to properly evaluate the progress being made by project settlers 
and to correspondingly adjust development criteria projectwide examinations 
have been made from time to time. The most recent reexamination of this nature 
was made in March of 1956 by a committee composed of Washington, regional, and 
project technicians. Various individuals and groups directly interested in one 
or more of the many aspects of project development were interviewed and rep- 
resentative field inspections were conducted. The observations of that group 
were found to correlate to a remarkable degree with corresponding aspects of a 
continuing study of settlers progress conducted by Washington State College on 
a representative group of randomly selected project farms. Reactions received 
from those contacted varied from positive to noncommittal. Many complicated 
factors influence any specific question relative to developmental aspects of the 
project and in most instances no simple conclusive answers were clearly evident. 
It was found that, because of these many variable factors, exceptions could be 
demonstrated by actual experience on the project to nearly any single conclusion 
that could be drawn. In the following discussions every effort has been made to 
conscientiously sift fact from pure opinion and evaluate the resultant circum- 
stances in a manner conducive to the most good for the greatest number of 
project settlers. 

Although the immediate question, as advanced for consideration, deals in terms 
of the acreage limitation embodied in the single farm unit provision of the 
Columbia Basin Project Act, any discussion relating to the comparative adequacy 
of that limitation must of necessity be in terms of the economic sufficiency of the 
farm units involved. In making an impartial judgment as to the economic suffi- 
ciency of any farm unit, or group of farm units, it must be recognized that size 
alone is not a limiting factor and that any conclusion based on size alone would 
ignore several equal if not more important factors. 
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“The quality of the irrigable lands which make up any farm unit is of major 
importance. In recognition of this fact, the Joint Investigating Committee, 
among their several studies prepared criteria based on sound economic and agri- 
cultural studies for guidance in laying out project farm units. Such basic 
criteria gave specific consideration to the fact that several classes of lands in 
varying amounts, each with its characteristic productive potential, must be in- 
cluded in most farm units. Similarly, consideration was given to the compara- 
tive costs of development dependent upon the degree of intermingling of the sev- 
eral land classes in the various farm units proposed. Consideration was also given 
to the comparative adaptability of the intermingled land classes to various 
cropping patterns and practices, even to the extent of recommending, in certain 
circumstances, the production of specialty crops on somewhat reduced acreages. 
These criteria have been under constant review since their initial application and 
while some adjustments have been necessary in the light of actual experience 
gained in the development of earlier farm units, the basic standards have not 
been appreciably altered. It has admittedly been found in some instances that 
farm units as originally established are somewhat small. Several factors have 
contributed to this situation. As noted, some smaller units were laid out with 
the intention that they would be developed for the producion of high return 
specialty crops. Although settlers were apprised of this fact prior to their 
acquisition of such units, they sometimes failed to adhere to the recommended 
plan of development and attempted to establish agricultural enterprises of a 
general nature for which the farms in question were unsuited. Despite this 
situation, it is our belief that as the area continues to develop and additional 
marketing and processing outlets become available these smaller farms capable 
of producing premium specialty crops will become highly desirable units. 

Another factor which has measurably contributed to the incidence of smaller 
farm units has been the practice, still prevalent in some instances, of land- 
owners filing objections to the farm units as initially established. Such ob- 
jections frequently take the form of a demand that their single ownership, 
through admittedly small, be established as a single farm unit. Although con- 
scientious efforts are made to dissuade such objecting landowners the plot is 
adjusted to accede to their demands if they remain adamant in their desires. 
Subsequent attempts on the part of such owners to bring that unit into pro- 
ductive state often results in the realization that he unit established in accord- 
ance with their specific demands is too small to be economically sufficient. 
When this situation develops, the landowner many times become quite vocal 
in his protestations of the insufficient unit “established by the Bureau.” Not- 
withstanding such circumstances it has been the practice of the Bureau to take 
every action possible within the limits of existing legislative authority to alle- 
viate these situations. If and when Government-owned lands are available 
and contiguous to the unit in question, they have been sold to the owner of the 
insufficient unit and corresponding revisions made in the recorded farm unit 
plat. In the absence of Government-owned lands, it becomes necessary for 
the owner to negotiate the purchase of sufficient land from an adjacent owner 
to suffice for his needs. The owner of an insufficient unit, if he acquired it 
from the Government, may also take recourse in the Exchange Act of August 13, 
1953, and either obtain additional land as an amendment to his unit or relin- 
quish the unit to the Government and effect an exchange for a lieu unit else- 
where on the project or on a different project. This measure has therefore 
been used in seven instances on the project. 

The foregoing extreme conditions should not be construed as indicative of 
the general situation prevalent on the project. As previously indicated, 3,979 
full-time farm units have been established thus far to which water can be made 
available. These units distributed through 26 irrigation blocks encompass a 
total irrigable acreage of 301,988.4 acres yielding an overall average size of 
75.9 irrigable acres per unit. Application of the basic standards with respect 
to the intermingling of the several land classes as related to the layout of such 
farms yields a corresponding class 1 equivalent acreage of 59.9 for the 3,979 
farms. 
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The relationship of rrigable acres to class 1 equivalent acres is shown in 
greater detail in the following tabulation with respect to the lands brought 
under irrigation each year: 


Number of Average Average 
full-time | Totalirrigable | irrigable class 1 
farm acreage acres per | equivalent 
unit per unit 
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It is significant to note that the average size of Columbia Basin project farm 
units exceeds that found on nearly all the older reclamation projects in the 
Pacific Northwest. 

On the Kittitas division of the Yakima project, 43.3 percent of the farms are 
less than 60 irrigable acres while 58.6 percent on the Roza division of that 
project falls in the same category. On the north unit of the Deschutes project, 
35 percent; the Owyhee project, 60.1 percent, and on the Arrowrock division 
of the Boise project 74 percent of the farms contain less than 60 irrigable 
acres. Thus, even though there is some expressed desire for larger ownership 
on the Columbia Basin project at the present time, it is logical to assume that 
in the long run when mature project development has been achieved the same 
processes of subdivision of ownership that have resulted in the distribution 
cited on the foregoing older projects could be expected to prevail. 

A second and vitally important factor directly affecting any attempt to 
evaluate the adequacy of a farm unit is the managerial ability of the operator. 
Examples of success on single farm units throughout the project are not at all 
uncommon. The prudent and experienced farmer possessed of sound managerial 
ability grows adaptable crops, does not overbuy machinery, and generally carries 
out an agriculturally and economically sound operation. His income may be 
more limited than would have been the case if he were operating a greater acre- 
age but he has nevertheless made an adequate living and has achieved a marked 
increase in his total net worth. Unfortunately, managerial ability is a more or 
less intangible quality difficult to preevaluate until its presence or absence has 
been practically demonstrated. By the time it has been found that this quality 
is lacking on the part of a farm operator it is usually too late to afford the in- 
dividual any material assistance. However, in the eyes of those who have not 
had an opportunity to factually appraise his ability as a manager, the cause 
of his difficulties is frequently attributed to an “inadequate farm.” 

The foregoing considerations lead logically to the last and probably the most 
important factor in the evaluation of the adequacy of a farm unit. Given suit- 
able lands capable of producing average crops, and assuming satisfactory man- 
agerial ability on the part of the operator the limiting factor which then deter- 
mines the difference between successful development or failure of the farming 
enterprise is the availability of adequate financing credit and financing is always 
a problem in any newly developed irrigated area. The early developmental 
years when raw virgin lands are being subjugated or dry-farmed areas are 
being converted to irrigation require heavy capital investments. This situation 
is probably of a more critical nature on the Columbia Basin project than on 
many other reclamation projects due to the comparatively large number of 
farms involved. It is generally estimated that from $15,000 to $25,000 in capital 
investment is required to bring the average project farm into a state of sus- 
tained productivity. To successfully meet such demands the settler must of 
necessity possess substantial financial reserves, an income appreciably in excess 
of that which could normally be expected during the developmental years of 
limited crop returns, or have access to suitable credit both for short-term opera- 
tional loans and long-term development financing. 

The Bureau has been able to appraise the personal financial reserves of those 
settlers acquiring units under public notice. Successful applicants have been 
found to possess liquid assets ranging from the minimum requirement of $4,500 
to appreciably adequate sums. Some problems have been created by those who, 
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although possessed of the required minimum assets at the time of eligibility 
determination, ultimately arrive on the project to undertake development of their 
unit with that minimum amount depleted to a point where they have insufficient 
funds to maintain their family during even the initial season. It should also be 
noted that there are no means whereby the financial solvency of those who acquire 
farms through the purchase of privately owned lands may be evaluated. It is 
virtually impossible to ascertain in such circumstances the extent to which 
inadequate personal resources may have contributed to difficulties subsequently 
encountered. 

Many project farmers supplement their income during initial development 
years by off-the-farm employment. This, however, contributes little other than 
to assist in meeting living expenses and to some extent obligations incurred 
through short-term operational loans. Thus in the absence of appreciable per- 
sonal assets the expenses attendant to early years’ operations and development 
are financed through credit. Generally speaking the needs for short-term credit 
are being met. However, a serious shortage of such credit may ensue as some of 
the more-expensive-to-develop units are brought into production. Intermediate 
credit (2 to 7 years) for financing hay, pasture, livestock, or fruit and vine 
enterprises is difficult to arrange as neither commercial banks nor Government 
credit agencies appear prepared to adequately meet this need. There is a real 
and urgent need at present for financing of this nature. Long-term credit is 
supplied by the Farmers Home Administration, Federal land bank, some insur- 
ance companies, and individuals. The major portion of the long-term credit 
heretofore available has been through the Farmers Home Administration. While 
they have performed highly creditable service to the area, the needs are such 
that they are constantly extended to the limits of their authorities, funds, and 
personnel. Farmers Home Administration officials have reported that as of 
January 1, 1956, they had 346 active loan cases on the project. This represents 
loans to 11 percent of the farms eligible to receive project water. It is further 
reported that approximately 50 percent of these loans are currently delinquent. 
This represents but 6 percent of the total eligible farms. In this regard con- 
sideration should be given to the fact that during the season just past un- 
precedented freezing weather occasioned extensive losses of beans, potatoes, 
sugar beets, and similar cash crops. Generally declining crop prices have further 
contributed to the critical nature of the situation. The Farmers Home Adminis- 
tration has further advised that since October 1953, 57 loan applications have 
been rejected. Reasons given for such rejections are: Insufficient assets, 36; 
lack of recent farm experience, 17; high development costs for unit, 11; unit 
size, 9; other reasons, 5. Of those individuals whose applications were rejected, 
28 are now living on their units and bringing them into productive status at a 
slower rate with funds presumably secured from other sources. In 21 instances 
ownership of the unit has been retained and initiation of development deferred 
or the unit leased for development. Only in 8 instances have the units been sold 
or other disposal made. 

In spite of the credit and financing problems such as those cited, settlement 
and development of the project is for the most part equaling or exceeding ex- 
pectations. Credence may be given to this belief by reference to the preliminary 
findings of the Washington State College study previously mentioned. On 21 
single farm operations, selected at random from a representative cross section 
of project farms, a measurable degree of success has attended their development. 
These 21 farm units averaging 85 irrigable acres show a corresponding class 1 
equivalent which averages 56.4 acres. Thus despite the fact that their average 
irrigable acreage exceeds the projectwide average of 75.4 by nearly 10 acres, 
their corresponding average class 1 equivalent acreage is slightly less than the 
59.9 projectwide average. The following figures represent the average appli- 
“able to those same 21 single farm operations over an average operational 
period of 3 years. 


ee Sars er sneha anny ss igihcneubipniptiian enaspninnesaveniietn $10, 500 
Machinery investment 882 
Cash operating expense 3, 508 
I as i it on glhiswrtipltecicinti anne enen 433 
Receipts from crops 025 
Total receipts 767 
Net farm income______ 316 

8, 614 
Increase in net worth exclusive of estimated increment in land value__ 11, 068 
Increase in net worth including estimated increment in land value 17, O79 
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The Columbia Basin Project Act directs the Secretary to “segregate the lands 
in each irrigation block into farm units of sufficient acreage for the support of 
an average-sized farm family at a suitable living level.” The act further provides 
that no such full-time farm units shall contain “more than 160 or less than 10 
acres of irrigable land.” In consideration of the foregoing discussions, we are 
of the opinion that the principles and objectives authorized by Congress in the 
Columbia Basin Project Act have been conscientiously discharged and that with 
but minor exceptions project farms thus far established can and do provide a 
suitable level of living for the farm family. It would further appear that, in 
the instance of those exceptions, ample authority now exists whereby such in- 
sufficient units can be enlarged, exchanged, or otherwise adjusted in a manner 
compatible with the needs of the situation. We are firmly convinced that the 
immediate and pressing needs of project farmers are for increased financial 
assistance through the greater availability of long-term credit rather than for 
more land. There is little that the Bureau of Reclamation can do directly to 
alleviate this tight situation with respect to credit and financing. If, however, 
a means can be found to cope with this situation, project farmers will be able 
to overcome the extreme demands of early development years. The project will 
then unquestionably attain a state of maturation characterized by a firmly 


established economy based on sustained irrigated agriculture on family-sized 
farms. 


Senator Jackson. The Chair would also like to have included at 
this point the letter under date of April 20, 1956, addressed to Hon. 
James Murray, chairman of the Interior and Insular Affairs Commit- 
tee signed by Earl S. Gregory, president of Quincy-Columbia Basin 
Irrigation District and delegate of the joint board of directors of the 
Columbia Basin Irrigation Districts, with a copy to Senators Warren 
G. Magnuson and Henry M. Jackson. This letter will be included in 
the record at this point, together with a letter from the Senators to 
Chairman Murray. The letter also includes the suggested amendments 
to the Columbia Basin Project Act (57 Stat. 14), which will be in- 
cluded at this point in the record. 
(The letter referred to follows :) 


PART II—COLUMBIA BASIN ACREAGE PROBLEM 
LetTer From QuiINcy-CoLUMBIA BasIN DISTRICT PRESIDENT 


, Aprit 20, 1956. 
The Honorable JAmMEes BH. Murray, 


Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. CO. 


Dear Senator Murray: The undersigned, the president of the board of 
directors of the Quinecy-Columbia Basin Irrigation District, and being authorized 
by the joint boards of directors of the three irrigation district boards in the Colum- 
bia Basin irrigation project, hereby petitions and requests on their behalf that 
your committee hold a hearing and recommend legislation to cure a defect in the 
Columbia Basin Project Act of 1943. 

Under the project act any farm family on the Columbia Basin project, with 
minor exceptions, may only own 1 farm unit, the average size of such farm 
units being approximately 70 acres. Any farm family may lease additional land, 
if available, with a limitation upon total holdings of 160 acres. 

Actual experience upon the project now demonstrates that it is generally im- 
possible for a farm family to make a decent living on one farm unit. It is also 
apparent under actual conditions of farming the land of the project that a farmer 
cannot efficiently use the modern mechanized equipment necessary in present 
day farming on a single unit, nor can a farmer rotate his crops or adopt approved 
conservation practices to conserve his soil or build the land to the required pro- 
ductive capacity farmers wish to attain. With a limit of one unit ownership a 
farm family is required to raise soil-robbing cash crops instead of following a 
rotation program calculated to build up his farmstead. 

The one unit limitation on ownership requires many farmers to become tenant 
farmers in order to have sufficient acreage to build a farm operation capable 
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of earning a living in keeping with that earned by farmers on other Federal 
reclamation projects. Any limitation which increases or encourages tenant 
farming is not in the best interests of the project. 

It must also be strenuously pointed out that under the one farm unit ownership 
per family limitation, that a farmer cannot and has not been able to secure 
adequate farm financing. Under policies of local banks and the Farmers’ Home 
Administration it has been and is virtually impossible for farmers to secure 
sufficient financing for his annual operations to say nothing of financing of per- 
manent farm improvements and costs of original development. If a farmer is 
required to be at least a half tenant farmer his borrowing capacity is further 
restricted. The directors of the project irrigation districts have been informed 
that adequate farm financing is impossible under the one unit ceiling of the 
project act. We state that the removal of the limitation will allow the Farmers’ 
Home Administration and commercial banks to better perform their duties for 
which they are intended and as prescribed by law. 

The farmers and their families on our project are not and do not intend to 
ask special privilege. All they ask is that limitations on the ownership of land 
peculiar to our project be removed and that we be placed on the same basis 
respecting ownership as is now in effect on all other Federal reclamation projects. 
The basic Reclamation Act of 1902, as amended, has been adequate for 54 years 
and, of course, we believe it will be as adequate on our project. Our request is 
based on fairness and upon the fact that the limitation peculiar to our project 
has proved itself unworkable and undesirable in actual practice. 

During the 5-full-year period that the project has been in development there 
has been in excess of 3,000 farm units settled and served by project facilities. 
The majority of these settlers have moved in from outside the project. Not- 
withstanding the progress made to date, in fact because of the progress made in 
settlement which allows the Federal investment in the project to be used, the 
problems thereby encountered are causing chaos and impairment of morale of 
new farmers on a new project. The original framers of the project act an- 
ticipated that actual operating conditions would necessitate change and modifica- 
tion of the act to meet such conditions encountered after the experimental stage 
had been passed. Wihout appearing critical we say that it was their intention 
that actual experience was to be taken into consideration and that if changing 
economic conditions, market conditions, price changes, and crop adaptability 
were encountered that the act would be changed as required under such changed 
conditions. We believe that such chaos and impairment of farmers morale is 
mainly caused by an unenforceable provision which limits landownership beyond 
a realistic point. Our position is that a reasonable law on landholding limita- 
tions, such as in the basic reclamation law, will correct the situation with which 
we are faced. 

An inadequate law respecting a limit of one farm unit per family has made 
many honest and hard-working farm families seek information and counsel from 
the best available sources as to how they could acquire sufficient project lands 
to form an economically sound and technically workable farm. On the other 
hand, the officials charged with settlement of the farms of the project, along with 
the friends of the project, have over the life of the project given much counsel 
and information to the annual groups of new settlers coming on the land. This 
advice was honestly and sincerely given, but, under changing conditions, and not 
by reason of a lack of foresight, much of this advice has proven to be detrimental 
to the farmers’ best interests in light of present-day attitudes of governmental 
officials in charge of the project. 

The joint boards of the irrigation districts in the Columbia Basin project only 
ask for the change of the Columbia Basin Project Act respecting landholding 
limitations to bring it into line with the Reclamation Act of 1902, as amended. 
We do not at this time request that the antispeculation provisions of the project 
act be changed in any respect, but believe that such provisions should remain in 
the act as they now are until further experience should convince us otherwise. 
We realize that actual operation of the project has pointed up other matters 
which must be changed or modified. We believe that if the provision on land- 
holding limitations are now corrected, that the joint boards and the Federal 
officials concerned can then sit down to recommend and agree on necessary im- 
provements of our act and contract for the mutual benefit of landowner and 
Government, 

We are also met with the requirement of securing congressional approval of 
the requested amendment in this session of Congress since the Columbia Basin 
Project Act was enacted by the Legislature of the State of Washington. The 
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State legislature meets in January and February of 1957 and not again until 
January and February of 1959. The amendment must be passed both in Con- 
gress and the Washington Legislature to be effective. 

With this letter we enclose and attach a suggested amendment to the Columbia 
Basin Project Act, anticipating that it will be helpful to your committee. 

The directors of the three irrigation districts in the Columbia Basin project 
wish to emphasize in closing that they are dedicated to the project and have 
dreams of assisting in making it the finest example of what reclamation can do 
for the people of this country. We want to attract to the project the settlers 
who can make this dream possible and see that these settlers can farm our lands 
in freedom and with maximum assurance that their effort will reward them 
commensurably. 

Sincerely yours, 
Ear 8. GREGORY, 
President, Quincy-Columbia Basin Irrigation District and Delegate 
of the Joint Board of Directors of the Columbia Basin Irrigation 
Districts 
ee: The Honorable Warren G. Magnuson. 
The Honorable Henry M. Jackson. 


TExT OF SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS 


Suggested amendments to the Columbia Basin Project Act (57 Stat. 14), as 
amended : 

“1. Amend section 2 (b) (iii) of such Act to read as follows: 

“*(jii) Water shall not be delivered from, through, or by means of the project 
works to or for lands not conforming in area and boundaries to the farm units 
covering the lands involved, not to or for the farm units held by any one land- 
owner (A) which taken together comprise more than one hundred and sixty acres, 
or (B) in the case of a nominal quarter section comprising more than one hundred 
and sixty acres referred to in subdivision (i) of subsection (b) of this section, 
which comprise more than the acreage contained in such quarter section: Pro- 
vided, That notwithstanding any other provision of this Act, a husband or a wife 
may each hold separately a total irrigable area in one or more farm units equal 
to that which may be held under this section by any other landowner: Provided 
further, That as to lands held by the one having equitable or legal title on May 27, 
1937, or the heir or divisee of such owner, delivery may be made to or for a 
total irrigable area not exceeding the maximum provided in this section : Provided 
further, That it is intended that the amendments hereby made to this subdivision 
shall provide that the total irrigable area permitted to be held by a landowner 
under this section shall correspond to that which may be held by a landowner 
under section 46 of the Omnibus Adjustment Act of 1926 (amending the Federal 
reclamation laws) ¢44 Stat. 649; 43 U.S. C. 423e).’ 

“2. Amend section 2 (b) (iv) of such Act by striking out ‘one farm unit’ and 
inserting in lieu thereof ‘the farm unit or units permitted to be.’ 

“3. Amend section 2 (b) (v) of such Act to read as follows: 

“*(v) As used in this Act, the terms “owner,” “landowner,” and “any one 
landowner” denote any individual, corporation, or joint-stock association; and 
the term “lands within the project’? denotes those lands within the boundaries 
of the existing Columbia Basin irrigation districts, or revisions thereaf approved 
by the Secretary, which the Secretary determines may be supplied water from, 
through, or by means of the project works and are required to be included to 
provide for sound development and operation of the project.’ ”’ 


LETTER FROM SENATORS MAGNUSON AND JACKSON 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
April 25, 1956. 
Hon. JAMES E. MURRAY, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate. 


DeaR JIM: May we call your attention to the photostat copies of a letter 
to you of April 29 from Mr. Earl 8. Gregory, president of the Quincy-Columbia 
Basin Irrigation District, representing the joint board of directors of the three 
Columbia Basin irrigation districts. Mr. Gregory presents a critical problem 
that we feel should be thoroughly aired hy your committee before a determina- 
tion is made as to the need for legislative action. 
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We believe you will recall that the Columbia Basin Project Act of 19438 
was enacted by the Congress during World War II and was admittedly an in- 
strument designed to provide for a settlement program on the Columbia Basin 
project then under construction. Veterans, as you are aware, were given 
preference in the purchase of lands sold by the Bureau of Reclamation and 
a large proportion of the 3,000 settlers on the Columbia Basin are veterans. 
Likewise, it was the general understanding that when settlement on the proj- 
ect should have advanced to a substantial degree, the settlers would be given 
an opportunity to express themselves as to whether or not the Project Act 
of 19483 should not be reviewed and amendments proposed in the light of con- 
ditions as they developed. It is our understanding from a review of Mr. 
Gregory’s letter and personal discussions with him and others that the desire 
of many project settlers is to have the acreage limitation provisions of the 
reclamation law applied to the Columbia Basin project. 

Attached to Mr. Gregory’s letter are two suggested amendments to the Co- 
lumbia Basin Project Act (57 Stat. 14). It is suggested that you may de- 
sire to submit the amendments to the Secretary of the Interior for his com- 
ments and suggestions, which would be considered at a hearing which Senator 
Anderson, chairman of the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, has 
set for Monday, May 7, at 2 p. m. in room 224, Senate Office Building. You 
may desire to have a committee print made of Mr. Gregory’s communication 
and other pertinent material for the use of the committee in connection with 
this matter. The hearing, together with the comments of the Department 
of the Interior, should develop facts and circumstances that would serve as a 
guide to the committee in possible further consideration of the matter. 

You will note that Mr. Gregory points out that action would be required 
by the legislature of Washington State before any revision of the Columbia 
Basin Project Act could become effective. 

Sincerely yours, 
WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
United States Senator. 
HeNry M. JACKSON, 
United States Senator. 


Senator Jackson. The Chair also wishes to include in the record at 
this point a letter dated April 30, 1956, addressed to me and the 
Interior Committee, from Mr. Donald F. McAndie of Quincy, Wash. 
Mr. McAndie voices his opposition to the proposed change in the 
Columbia Basin Act. 


QuIncy, WASE., April 30, 1956. 

Hon. Henry M. Jackson, 

Senator, 
Congressman WALT Horan, 

Representative, 

Committee for Interior and Insular Affairs. 
GENTLEMEN: Now that the Government has nearly completed this Columbia 

3asin project it seems some land owners, who by evasive and dishonest methods, 
have retained and obtained land in excess of the original limitations, are attempt- 
ing to legalize their unethical acts. All of the owners entered into a recordable 
contract in order to obtain irrigation water at Government expense, and I see 
no reason why they should not honor this contract. If these people feel they 
need more land they should farm in a location where, due to private develop- 
ment, they can own all the land they want. 

The arguments used for more land are: 

1. A single unit is not profitable. 

2. Loaning agencies are reluctant to finance. 
3. The majority want more units. 

4. The 1902 act allows 160 acres per person. 

These are poor excuses. First, a single unit properly operated will make a 
good income for a single family, even under present conditions. 

Loaning institutions, of course, are reluctant to loan money to borrowers who 
treat contracts dishonestly. Integrity is a very important quality in a borrower. 
I do not know of a one-unit operator who has had any trouble borrowing money 
for practical and intelligent purposes. 

The majority want the law changed. This I doubt. If the issue were voted 
on by secret ballot the promoters would, I think, be badly disappointed. Most 





34 COLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT 


people feel reluctant to refuse to sign a petition when presented to them by a 
friend or neighbor. Others sign rather than argue. The farmers with whom 
I have talked have no sympathy for the resolution although they signed it. The 
word “majority” should also include all the farmers in the United States, espe- 
cially those who paid for their own irrigation with hard-earned money, and now 
have to compete with us who are irrigating on free money. 

Last, the 1902 law was not intended to cover land development by the Govern- 
ment, and partially paid for by the general public. The 160 acres allowed under 
the 1902 law would permit 320 acres in Washington, and if the present petition 
pushers showed the same respect for this law as they show for the existing law 
they would own all of the good land in the Columbia Basin. Ownership of large 
tracts of land would eliminate the family-owned unit and degenerate the project 
to tenant and sharecrop operations leaving a subsistance in the county and 
accumulating all of the profits to a few. 

I am not a champion for the small man. I believe everyone should be allowed 
to make all he can, providing he is honest and operates on private capital. I 
do not think Congress appropriated the money for this project to make a small 
group of people wealthy and give jobs to sharecroppers and tenant farmers. 

The people who complied with the terms of their contracts with the Govern- 
ment made this project possible and they should not be penalized for their 
honesty; on the other hand those who were dishonest should not be rewarded. 

I own and operate unit 65, block 75, 5 miles south of Quincy. I have 35 acres 
of No. 1 land and about 42 acres of No. 2 land. While it is not among the poorest 
units it certainly cannot be classed with the best. Although I have had no 
previous farming experience the place is paying quite well, and I have had no 
trouble borrowing what money I needed from the Nation Bank of Commerce, 
Quincy. The first couple of years are always the worst so I am sure I shall do 
even better from now on. 

It is my opinion that if a farmer of one unit now is losing money he will lose 
twice as much with two. 

Your very truly, 


Donatp F. McANDiE. 
Senator Jackson. The purpose of the hearing this afternoon is 


to consider proposed amendments to the Columbia Basin Project Act 
with reference to acreage limitations. Before we hear from the wit- 
nesses from the State of Washington, I think it would be helpful to 
have a brief summary of the existing law with reference to acreage 
limitations. Mr. Dominy, would you be good enough to summarize 
that for us? 


STATEMENT OF FLOYD E. DOMINY, CHIEF, DIVISION OF IRRIGA- 
TION, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, DEPARTMENT OF THE 
INTERIOR 


Mr. Domrny. I would be pleased to do that, Mr. Chairman. 

The basic difference here under the Columbia Basin Project Act 
and under reclamation law primarily is concerned with the limitation 
in the law that the project shall be settled on a determination by the 
Secretary in farms of such size as to support a farm family, without 
reference to the basic reclamation law which has been interpreted 
generally to provide not more than 160 irrigable acres per individual 
on a Federal reclamation project. But under the Columbia Basin 
Project Act, the Secretary is directed to open the farms up with due 
consideration to the productivity of the soils in units of sufficient 
size to support a farm family at the acceptable standard of living, 
only one unit to be made available to such family, except pre-193 
owners. Any owner of record—TI have forgotten the exact date in 
1937, but it was the date of 1937 Columbia Basin Project Act—any 
owner of record at that time is permitted 2 farm units of not to exceed 





COLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT 35 


160 acres total. All others who either acquire the unit by purchase 
from an individual or from the Government or even if he is an owner 
of record post-1937, is permitted to retain in his ownership upon proj- 
ect settlement and development only one unit per farm family, and 
the family is defined as a man and wife and children under 18 years 
of age. 7 

Senator Jackson. Do you know what the reason was for that dis- 
tinction ¢ 

Mr. Dominy. I think the primary concern, Mr. Chairman, was the 
general recognition that in the Columbia Basin project the Federal 
Government was undertaking one of the largest—as a matter of fact, 
as of that time it was the largest—single reclamation project in the 
United States and probably in the world, and the realization of Con- 
gress was that there was going to be a very significant expenditure of 
Federal funds in developing these farms and that the benefits of the 
project should be spread as widely as possible and make farming oppor- 
tunities generally available to the maximum of farm families. 

Senator Jackson. Certainly the objective in the limitation require- 
ments was to make sure that as many people as possible participated in 
the program of development of our irrigableland. Certainly 160 acres 
has never been the final figure. The idea was that it was a limitation 
or a ceiling which expressed the maximum size of a family-size farm. 
Isn’t that essentially the idea ? 

Mr. Domtiny. Yes. Of course even under general reclamation law 
where public lands are being made available for settlement, the Secre- 
tary there, too, by the requirement of law, establishes the size of the 
unit which is to be opened up for homestead settlement. But in many 
of those projects there is both public land and private land, and under 
general reclamation law under private land it was to be 160 acres per 
individual, but on the public land element of any of the other projects 
the Secretary is required, very much as in the special Columbia Basin 
Project Act, to determine the size of the farm that is adequate for the 
support of a family and open those up for homestead applicants eligible 
under the Homestead Act. 

Senator Jackson. On all other projects, other than Columbia Basin 
project, a husband conceivably could have a farm up to 160 acres and 
a wife up to 160 acres, or a total of 320. 

Mr. Dominy. That is true, except on public lands. 

Senator Jackson. Yes. You say it is only in public lands? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes. 

Senator Jackson. But under the Columbia Basin Act there is a 
limitation which runs not to the individual but to the family. 

Mr. Domrny. That is right, sir. 

Senator Jackson. So there is the overall limitation of 160 acres. I 
think it will be brought out that the average unit in the Columbia 
Basin project is somewhere between 70 and 80 acres. 

Thank you very much. : 

Mr. Luyeweaver. Mr. Chairmman, right there with respect to the 
160 acres each for man and wife was held to apply in community 
property States, but under a ruling of the Chief Counsel, accepted by 
the Department—I don’t know whether it was ever approved by the 
Department—that was extended to all of the 17 Western States 
regardless of whether the community property law applies. 
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Senator Jackson. Of course, if the statute itself reads to individu- 
als, I don’t know why it should prevent the Bureau from allowing 
the husband to have 160 acres and the wife 160 acres. 

Mr. LineweEaver. That was the ruling. 

Senator Jackson. Clearly in community property States there is 
no question about it. 

At this point we will include the pertinent provisions of the Colum- 
bia Basin Act with reference to acreage restrictions, if you would 
indicate those provisions, Mr. Dominy. 

Mr. Dominy. The act of May 25, 1926 (4 Stat. 636), section 46, is 
the basic language of the acreage limitation contained in the reclama- 
tion law and is as follows: 


Sec. 46. [No water delivery on new projects until contracts made by district 
for payment of costs—Cooperation of States—Appraisal and sale of lands in 
private ownership in excess of 160 acres—No water if owner refuses to sell— 
Payment required before right to receive water—Payments of operation and 
Maintennace charges annually in advance—Public notice when water avail- 
able.]—No water shall be delivered upon the completion of any new project or 
new division of a project until a contract or contracts in form approved by the 
Secertary of the Interior shall have been made with an irrigation district or 
irrigation districts organized under State law providing for payment by the 
district or districts of the cost of constructing, operating, and maintaining the 
works during the time they are in control of the United States, such cost of 
constructing to be repaid within such term of years as the Secretary may find 
to be necessary, in any event not more than forty years from the date of public 
notice hereinafter referred to, and the execution of said contract or contracts 
shall have been confirmed by a decree of a court of competent jurisdiction. 
Prior to or in connection with the settlement and development of each of these 
projects, the Secretary of the Interior is authorized in his discretion to enter 
into agreement with the proper authorities of the State or States wherein said 
projects or divisions are located, whereby such State or States shall cooperate 
with the United States in promoting the settlement of the projects or divisions 
after completion and in the securing and selecting of settlers. Such contract 
or contracts with irrigation districts hereinbefore referred to shall further pro- 
vide that all irrigable land held in private ownership by any one owner in excess 
of one hundred and sixty irrigable acres shall be appraised in a manner to be 
prescribed by the Secretary of the Interior and the sale prices thereof fixed by 
the Secretary on the basis of its actual bona fide value at the date of appraisal 
without reference to the proposed construction of the irrigation works; and that 
no such excess lands so held shall receive water from any project or division if 
the owners thereof shall refuse to execute valid recordable contracts for the sale 
of such lands under terms and conditions satisfactory to the Secretary of the 
Interior and at prices not to exceed those fixed by the Secretary of the Interior ; 
and that until one-half the construction charges against said lands shall have 
been fully paid no sale of any such lands shall carry the right to receive water un- 
less and until the purchase price involved in such sale is approved by the Secre- 
tary of the Interior and that upon proof of fraudulent representation as to the 
true consideration involved in such sales the Secretary of the Interior is author- 
ized to cancel the water right attaching to the land involved in such fraudulent 
sales: Provided further, That the operation and maintenance charges on account 
of lands in said projects and divisions shall be paid annually in advance not 
later than March 1. It shall be the duty of the Secretary of the Interior to give 
public notice when water is actually available, and the operation and mainte- 
nance charges payable to the United States for the first year after such public 
notice shall be transferred to and paid as a part of the construction payment. 
(44 Stat. 649, 650, 48 USC 423e.) 


Mr. Domrxy. The sections of the Columbia Basin Project Act of 
1943 (57 Stat. 14), which lay down the ground rules for handling 
acreage limitation on the Columbia Basin project are as follows: 

Sec. 2 (b) (i) [Lands to be developed in blocks—Blocks to be segregated into 


farm units—no farm unit more than 160 acres or less than 10 acres.]—The 
Jands within the project shall be developed in irrigation blocks, as that term is 
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defined in the Reclamation Project Act of 1989. The Secretary shall segregate 
the lands in each irrigation block into farm units of sufficient acreage for the 
support of an average-sized family at a suitable living level, having in mind 
the character of soil, topography, location with respect to the irrigation system, 
and such other relevant factors as, in his judgment, enter into the determina- 
tion of the area and boundaries thereof; and shall establish the units as here- 
after provided. No farm unit shall contain more than one hundred and sixty or 
less than ten acres of irrigable land, except that any nominal quarter section 
comprising more than one hundred and sixty acres of irrigable land may be 
included in one farm unit, and except that lands owned by the United States may 
be established into units of lesser size for part-time farming purposes, 

(iii) [Water shall not be delivered to lands not conforming to the farm units 
nor to more than one unit held by any one landowner.|—Water shall not be de- 
livered from, through, or by means of the project works to or for lands not con- 
forming in area and boundaries to the farm units covering the lands involved, 
nor to or for more than one farm unit held by any one landowner, except that 
as to lands held by the one having equitable or legal title on May 27, 1937, or the 
heir or devisee of such owner, delivery may be made to or for a total irrigable 
area not exceeding the maximum provided in this section. The limitations of this 
subdivision shall not apply to lands owned by the United States or any agency or 
instrumentality thereof, corporate or otherwise. 

(iv) [Lands in excess of one farm unit deemed excess lands—Provided lands 
acquired by process of law, etc., may be furnished water temporarily for five 
years.]—Lands within the project in excess of one farm unit held by any one 
landowner shall, except as otherwise provided in this Act, be deemed excess land: 
Provided, That if excess land is acquired by foreclosure or other process of law, 
by conveyance in satisfaction of mortgages, by inheritance or by devise, water 
therefor may be furnished temporarily for a period not exceeding five years from 
the effective date of such acquisition, delivery of water thereafter ceasing until 
the transfer thereof to a landowner duly qualified to secure water therefor. 

(v) [Definition of terms.J—As used in this Act, the terms “owner,” “land- 
owner,” and “any one landowner” denote any person, corporation, joint-stock as- 
sociation, or family; the term “family” denotes a group consisting of either or 
both husband and wife, together with their children under eighteen years of age, 
or all of such children if both parents are dead ; the term “their children” includes 
the issue and lawfully adopted children of either or both husband and wife; and 
the term “lands within the project” denotes those lands within the boundaries of 
the existing Columbia Basin irrigation districts, or revisions thereof approved by 
the Secretary, which the Secretary determines may be supplied water from, 
through, or by means of the project works and are required to be included to pro- 
vide for sound development and operation of the project. Lands shall be deemed 
to be held by a family, if held as separate property of husband or wife, or con- 
stitute a part or all of their community property, or if they are the property of 
any or all of their children under eighteen years of age. 

Sec. 2 (c) [To receive water each landowner required to execute recordable 
contract covering lands—On failure to execute such contract, landowner within 
one year after confirmation of contract, permitted to execute contract.]—As a 
condition precedent to receiving water from the project and in consideration 
thereof, each landowner shall be required to execute, within six months from the 
date of the execution of the contract between the United States and the district 
within which the land is located, a recordable contract covering all his lands 
within that district, agreeing as to such lands for and on behalf of himself, his 
heirs, successors, and assigns to the provisions set forth in this subsection (c): 
Provided, That any landowner, having failed to execute such a contract within 
this period, may be permitted to execute such a contract within this period, may be 
permitted to execute such contract within one year after the date of judicial 
confirmation of the validity of the contract between the United States and the 
district but only in accordance with such rules and regulations as may be pre- 
scribed under section 8 concerning this privilege. * * *. 


Senator Jackson. Our first witness this afternoon is Mr. Roy A. 


Huse, secretary and attorney of the Quincy-Columbia Basin Irrigation 
District. Mr. Huse. 
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STATEMENT OF ROY A. HUSE, SECRETARY AND ATTORNEY, QUINCY- 
COLUMBIA BASIN IRRIGATION PROJECT 


Mr. Huse. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I might say at the start that I am here representing the Quincy- 
Columbia Basin Irrigation District as their secretary and attorney and 
also here representing the joint boards of directors of the three irriga- 
tion districts which comprise the Columbia Basin project, as well as 
representing the individual farmers in our area and those farmers that 
we naturally have discussed this matter with over the past several 
weeks since the committee hearing has been announced. 

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to say at the start that our position 
at this hearing we believe is clearly stated in the letter of Mr. creme 
under date of April 20 of this year, which is in the committee files and 
to which you have made reference. 

Senator Jackson. Which has been made a part of the record. 

Mr. Huse. Which has been made a part of the record; yes. 

The purpose of our being here is just one thing, and that is to discuss 
and request legislation to remove the limitation upon the holding of 
land in the Columbia Basin project which we believe is peculiar to our 

roject. 

‘ We wish to state affirmatively that we do not ask that anything else 
be changed, specifically referring to the antispeculation features of the 
act which prohibit the sale of land for a price over and above that set 
by the Bureau of Reclamation and the appraisals made by them of 
the land. We also specifically wish to state that we do not at this 
time and we cannot see where we would in the future ask for any 
change in the project law as it pertains to the forming of farm units 
or as to the farm units which have already been made in the basin, 
because we realize that what has been done is done and that it would 
be chaos if there ever was an attempt to change farm units as they 
presently exist. - 

Senator Jackson. In other words, you are not asking for any retro- 
active change in-the acreage limitation provision of the Columbia 
Basin Project Act? 

Mr. Huse. That is true, Senator. 

Senator Jackson. It is to be prospective. 

Mr. Huse. Yes. I believe Mr. Dominy has sketched for you the 
outline of the act as it applies to the present question. 

As of today I believe the farm units which have been formed in the 
Columbia Basin Project Act average a fraction less than 76 acres. I 
think the average to date is 75.9 acres. 

The act does provide that the Secretary has the right to form farm 
units which run from not less than 10 acres and not more than 160 acres 
unless a nominal quarter in a long section happens to be under one 
ownership and can’t be made into one unit. 

We wish to state at this time that even though that is the law, we are 
confronted with the fact that the average farm unit as such, as it stands 
now, is less than 76 acres, even though the outside limits allow units 
from 10 acres up to 160 acres. 

Senator Jackson. I don’t quite understand that. I thought the 
average was 76. 
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Mr. Huse. Yes, the average is 76 even though the law does allow 
the Secretary to set the size of units from 10 acres on up to 160 acres. 
As a matter of fact, we do come out presently with less than 76. 

Then, too, Mr. Chairman, we feel that our position is this: Our cause 
is urgent, because in the State of W ashington the companion act to 
the Columbia Basin project that we are speaking of here, has been 
enacted, and before any amendment is effective it must be amended 
both in the Congress and in the legislature of the State of Washington. 
Our legislature meets again 

Senator Jackson. What did the legislature do? 

Mr. Huser. They passed the companion act, so on the statute books 
of the State of Washington we have the equivalent act as a part of the 
law of the State of Washington. 

Senator Jackson. Yes. 

Mr. Huse. So that must be taken care of if the problem is to be met 
at the next biennial session of our legislature, which is in January and 
February of next year. So we have that urgency about which we wish 
to speak. 

Senator, this is the feeling of the joint boards and those who are 
working in reclamation in the Columbia Basin projects: 

We have actually now had an opportunity to observe how the farm- 
ers are doing on the project and what they are doing, and we believe 
that our viewpoint of it is not based upon theory or future planning, 
but that we are up against the hard, actual, practical problems posed 
on the Columbia Basin project. 

Our _—, to it is not particularly a statistical one. Our ap- 
proach is based more upon the problems that have been put to us by the 
various people who are farming in the area and by the people who 
naturally are dependent upon farming and who are friendly toward 
farming. 

Our problem has been stated in our letter of April 20, and we feel 
if we have a problem stated, we should have some solution to the 
problem. 

Again we say all we ask is that in the Columbia Basin Project Act 
the one unit limitation per ey be removed, that that limitation is 
something peculiar to the Columbia Basin project and is not common 
with the other Federal reclamation projects of the West. 

We feel that our request will only put us on an equal footing with 
other projects and that we do not ask more. 

In connection with the farm unit situation which is contained in 
our project and in our basic law we believe that actually in practice 
it will not be practical for a farmer and his wife to own up to 320 acres. 
If that should occur we think that would be the great exception as 
against the usual thing. 

For example, if a farmer presently had a 90-acre unit and the law 
were changed to where he could hold up to 260 acres less of units, he 
would then be compelled to obtain somewhere a unit of less than 70 
acres to take advantage of the amendments of the project act. Of 
course, his problem would be that in the first place of obtaining the 
adjacent land or obtaining land in the immediate area of his farming 
operations, so he would have an economical farming operation. 

We feel if the law allows farmers on the project who are now there 
to secure additional land, there will be very little where people go 
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up to 160 exactly or anywhere in that neighborhood. If the project 
were new and none of the land were settled, it might be possible for 
them to hold more, but we think there is a built-in limitation as to any 
one or very many people at all in the Columbia Basin project owning 
up to 320 acres if the amendment is adopted by Congress. 

In the letter to the committee of April 20, which is a part of the 
record, we have submitted a proposed amendment to the act. We 
submit that for the committee’s consideration. We feel that it deserves 
some more attention and study prior to being put into law, but we 
think that that could be done in a very short period of time and that 
a future study of it would not be necessary. We think that the sug- 
gested amendment with our letter could be enacted into law pres- 
ently if it were the committee’s desire. 

We come next to the actual reasons for the removal of the one-family 
limitation on our project. Perhaps this is the heart of our problem. 
I will just list for the committee’s consideration some of the reasons 
why we feel that our cause is just in asking that the one-family limi- 
tation be removed, so we can come under the basic reclamation law. 

First, I think we might mention that in practicing soil conserva- 
tion and rotating crops in accordance with soil conservation practices, 
it is necessary to have sufficient land to carry out such practices. If 
a person has a unit of 76 acres, it is too often the case that it is necessary 
for that farm family to farm that 76 acres intensively and farm the 
land with those crops which are then bringing the greater price and 
which have a market. If the people were allowed to own land as in 
other projects in the West, we believe that they would then have a 
greater opportunity to practice good soil conservation practices and 
good practices of crop rotation. I might say that the soil conserva- 
tion people have indicated to us on numerous occasions that fact, and 
we believe we can state that they are in agreement with our conten- 
tions being made here. 

Another point which is a practical point and probably a point which 
could not be foreseen when the original act was framed, is that farm- 
ing has now becofme modernized to the extent that now "it takes high- 
cost and mechanical type of equipment to farm. No longer do we 
have the situation where a farm family with draft animals and few 
simple tools can farm in irrigation areas. ‘These people now need 
high-cost mechanical devices to farm and, contrary to the opinion of 
many, they need a number of those instruments. It is no longer pos- 
sible to farm with a tractor and a harrow and a disk and a plow. 
It is becoming more mechanized every year. The cost of the equip- 
ment is considerable at the start, and the equipment must be main- 
tained. And to farm one unit a farmer has to acquire machinery and 
bear the expense of that, which is out of proportion to the number of 
acres allowed him under the present act. 

Another very important point and reason for removing the limita- 
tion, we believe, is in the matter of farm financing. I might say paren- 
thetically that I happen to be a member of the board of directors of 
the local Ephrata bank. I run into this problem myself, as has our 
board and as have all banks. If you have a situation where a farm 
family owns 1 farm unit and leases 1 or 2 or 3 other farm units, the 
base of borrowing, particularly as it affects longtime mortgage money, 
isnarrow. He cannot borrow on the leased land. He is able to borrow 
only on the one farm unit that he has. 
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We run into the same situation with the Farmers’ Home Administra- 
tion. Their money is put out in the main on the security of the land. 
If a farmer is renting 2 or 3 units and farming 1, of course, his borrow- 
ing capacity is limited to the 1 unit that he owns. 

We think if our people could own land as do other projects, the 
borrowing base would be enlarged and it would be of benefit to the 
project and to each of the individual farm families. 

Then, too, under actual practice we feel and I think most of us feel 
today that we do not necessarily want to have a project which merely 
allows the farm families on the project a meager or a mere living. 
We think that they should be allowed to own sufficient land so t hey can 
make a decent living or a comparable living or at least a living which 
will allow them to do for themselves and their families what their 
neighbors do and what the people with whom they come in contact do. 
We think with the present limitations on landholding it might be 
said that a farm family with one family unit can make a living, but 
we feel it is more important that they make a decent and a proper 
living as against a meager one. 

We think many people who desire an economic farm and one which 
is capable of best using the equipment that they are compelled to buy 
are forced by the fact of one unit ow nership into leasing land to where 
we get or could have an increasingly high percentage “of land on the 
project being in the hands of tenants. We think if the farm families 
had the right under the law in the Columbia Basin project to own a 
farm capable of giving them a farm living, which they should have, 
and to conserve their soil and build it up and to economic ally use their 
machinery, we would strike one of the greatest problems of the project 
and a growing problem, that of our land being farmed by tenants, who 
just don’t have the respect for the land or their heart in the f farming 
operations to the point where they continually build the land into a 
better state of production. 

Finally, our last. point that we speak of as a reason for asking this 
relief as wedo. We feel that our farm families in the Columbia Basin 
project must be and should be in all fairness to them competitive with 
other irrigated farmers of the West and other irrigated farmers of our 
State. We feel if we have a special limitation as to landholding in 
our particular project and the next door neighbors in the equivalent 
type of project can own more land and farm more economic ally and 
farm better, we are not in a competitive position as we should be as 
respects our neighbors both in the State of Washington and in the 
other Western States. 

Then, too, Senator, we feel very strongly on this. We have talked 
to many people. We have gone back into the framing of the act with 
our people out in the State and with every one that we have had an 
opportunity to meet. We feel that it was the intention of the framers 
of the act, the people who framed the act that we are speaking of and 
all the associated documents and agreements, that when the act was 
placed side by side with practical operation on the project, there 
would be reason to modify or change the act to fit actual practical 

problems that arise over the days or over the years after the project 
cin going. 

Senator Jackson. Is that in the report or in the debates? 

Mr. Huser. As to whether it was specifically set out, Senator, | 
would not be able to say, but I think that we can understand and 
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feel that the framers of the act did not believe that they had written 
something for posterity but that it would of necessity have to be 
changed if in practice it proved to have a shortcoming. 

We do not think that any one gains by opposing change for the 
sake of it, that if the act should be revised in certain respects it is 
well for all of us to admit it and attempt to do it at the earliest pos- 
sible date. 

We also think if this particular amendment is made to the act, it 
will make a better feeling on the project and make every project 
farmer a better farmer because he will be able to work within rea- 
sonable bounds as against feeling that he is working within unrea- 
sonable bounds or that there is not much reason for him to be there 
if he is going to be placed in a position of unfairness as respects the 
other projects. 

We might also say that we have many people in our project that 
have come from other projects. Of course, prior to coming they do 
not make the thorough investigation that perhaps a lawyer or a tech- 
nician would make, but when they begin to see that in our project they 
can’t farm as much land under ownership as they could in their own 
project, we find many times great disappointment on the part of those 

eople. 

We also think, too, Senator, that if this particular phase of the 
act is amended so that our farm families can feel that they have equal- 
ity with other farm families in the West, it will allow the officials of 
the Bureau of Reclamation, both here and in our area, and the mem- 
bers of the boards of the three irrigation districts, to sit down in a 
warm and friendly spirit and take care of such other problems as will 
arise in the future and a few problems which are on the docket now 
which are not being taken care of because this has become perhaps 
more a point of argument than it deserves. 

We think if this can be attended to now and placed before our State 
legislature next year and ratified, we can—in fact we state openly 
and have stated many times that we can then get on with our other 
work without having possibly come back as to whether or not the limi- 
tation peculiar to our project on holding land should or should not 
be removed or how it should or should not be removed. 

We think it is important to all people on the project that we can 
get along with our work and do it with greatest dispatch. If this 
is done now we think it will have a tendency to open further nego- 
tiations to the point that something can be done. 

Mr. Chairman, our point is somewhat like this. Our farmers, with 
very little dissent, feel that the act should be changed as it pertains 
to land limitations. We feel if it is changed to the basic law of 
reclamation, the law of 1902 as amended, it would be a proper change. 
We feel that law is working on other projects. We know of no other 
project where this problem exists. e know that it has worked for 
some 54 years, you might say. We feel that if we go to that act and 
stay within its bounds and do a complete job in that fashion, it will 
be much better than to do a sianbeeak: job or a compromise job at this 
stage. We think if we are put under the basic act along with the 
remaining differences of our act, we will not do any injustice or violence 
to reclamation law. We feel that we are not asking anything to be 
changed except our own particular act and that our change is only 
to make us just like the rest of the folks. 
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We want no special treatment. We ask none. We do ask, as a 
matter of urgency, that the Congress do what it can this year in the 
hope that it can be passed at this session so we can then get on to the 
State legislature and show them our problem and find if they are in 
agreement with it. 

Of course we feel that there is a desirability of having the com- 
mittee fully aware of our aims and, if possible, if the committee could 
institute legislation making this change. We sincerely make that 
request if the committee feels that it is a proper request. 

There are four other gentlemen from the project who wish to testify 
with far more brevity than I have, Mr. Chairman. They have asked 
me to give, you might say, the main testimony or the broad testimony 
and they will follow me. 

Senator Jackson, I personally wish to thank you and the committee 
for allowing us a hearing at an early date, and I think the people on 
the project appreciate it, likewise. There has been a great deal of 
publicity on this hearing i in our newspapers. I think in the Spokane 
papers there has been an article or two a day since the hearing was 
requested. I think they are all informed. We have found no one who 
has opposed it. We have found some people who have not understood 
it. After explanation and talking with these people I think we can 
say that the cause we seek here has probably met with as much 
unanimity as a person could possibly find. 

I thank -you. 

Senator Jackson. I have just a couple of questions, Mr. Huse. Cer- 

tainly there is no magic in any particular acreage limitation. I always 
understood the purpose of the acreage limitation was to make it 
possible to have just as many family size farm units as could be 
operated on a feasible farm-like basis. Is that your understanding? 

Mr. Huss. Yes, it is, sir. 

Senator Jackson. I take it your point here, to summarize, is that 
the present acreage restrictions under the Columbia Basin Project Act 
are such that the farmers cannot make a go of it economically. Is 
that what it boils down to? 

Mr. Hose. I think that is true, Senator. The limitations are unduly 
restrictive upon them, so they cannot make the success that they 
should, and the project as a whole suffers. 

Senator Jackson. I notice from the report of the Bureau there are 
3,979 family-size farm units as of March of this year, I believe. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. Huse. That is correct. 

Senator Jackson. Has there been any survey made or any indica- 
tion of the attitude of these farm people, the 3,979 of them, on this 
proposition ? 

Mr. Huse. Yes, there has. I think it is also shown that last year, 
1955, 2,400 farms received water. I think we have in our files, and I 
believe there will be presented to this committee, petitions of in excess 
of 1,000 of those farmers to the fact that they agree with the aims we 
are expressing here today. 

Senator Jackson. In excess of 1,000 of the 2,400? 

Mr. Huse. Of the 2,400. 

Senator Jackson. Of the 2,400 that are now receiving water, there- 
fore, under the limitation, by reason of their signing the water agree- 
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ment, what would you say their views are with reference to the pro- 
posed amendments ¢ 

Mr. Huser. I think, practically without fail, the farmers who are 
farming those 2,400 units last year not only favor this but that they 
highly desire it and feel it has to be done and are 100 percent behind 
everything that we have said here and, if anything, perhaps more vocal 
than we have been or will be here today. 

Senator Jackson. Is it reasonable to assume that some of the objec- 
tions to the size of the family farm unit stem from the fact that at the 
time they were set up, farm prices were higher than they are today 
and that in computing the gross income the computation is slightly 
off as of the present time due to the substantial decline in farm prices? 

Mr. House. I think that is absolutely true, Senator. 

Senator Jackson. Doesn’t that probably have a very important 
bearing on some of the computations as to size? I don’t know. I am 
just asking, thinking out loud here. 

Mr. Huser. I think that is one factor which causes the farmers in 
our area to support this thing as strenuously as they do, because the 
average return per family from the units is not sufficient to give them 
the living that they deserve. 

Senator Jackson. Much of this planning took place quite a while 
ago when farm prices were higher. 

Mr. Huse. Inthe prewar years most of this planning took place. 

Mr. Lineweaver. In 1947 and 1948. 

Senator Jackson. When farm prices were higher. 

Mr. Huser. I might also say, Senator, the fact that 2,400 units re- 
ceived water last year does not mean there were 2,400 farmers. That 
many units received water. Many of those units were owned by a par- 
ticular on-the-land farmer, but many were owned by others. So you 
have a lesser number than 2,400 farm families. I think our petitions 
compare in very good fashion as against the actual number of farmers 
on the land. 

Senator Jackson. How many were on the petition—1,000 ? 

Mr. Huse. Yes, 

Senator Jackson. What percentage would they represent of the 
2,400 farm units receiving water, roughly ¢ 

Mr. Huse. I think it would be over half, Senator, of the farmers 
on the project. 

Senator Jackson. Maybe the other gentlemen may have details on 
that. 

Mr. Huse. Yes. 

Senator Jackson. Thank you, Mr. Huse. 

Our next witness is Mr. Hubert H. Walter, the executive secretary 
of the Columbia Basin Commission. Mr. Walter. 


STATEMENT OF HUBERT H. WALTER, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 
OF THE COLUMBIA BASIN COMMISSION 


Mr. Watrer. I hope to be as brief as possible with this. I have a 
prepared statement here composed mainly of resolutions and letters 
of people in support of this. T would like to speak briefly on those 
with your permission, and file this for the record. 

Senator Jackson. The statement will be included in the record at 
this point. Youmay summarize your statement. 
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(Mr. Walter’s prepared statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Husert H. WALTER OF THE WASHINGTON STATE COLUMBIA BASIN 
COMMISSION IN BEHALF OF CORRECTIONS IN THE LAND LIMITATION CLAUSE OF 
THE COLUMBIA BasIN AcT 


My name is Hubert H. Walter and I am administrative assistant of the Colum- 
bia Basin Commission, an agency of the State of Washington responsible for 
resource development, and secretary of the joint boards of Columbia Basin 
Irrigation Districts. 

The two organizations are wholeheartedly in support of an amendment to the 
Columbia Basin Act to repeal the tight restrictions on land ownerships of the 
Columbia Basin Project which would put the farmers on this project on an equal 
basis with farmers on other reclamation projects in regard to land ownership. 

We are confronted with the rising costs of operation, the increased cost of 
machinery, and a dwindling farm return the same as are farmers on other proj- 
ects, but we don’t have the same opportunity to compete on an acreage basis. 
Our farmers are restricted to an unworkable family-size farm unit of approxi- 
mately 80 acres which under the most favorable circumstances cannot return 
sufficient to enable a profit, while farmers on other projects have the right to 
reap crops from acreages double or more than that of the Columbia Basin 
farmers with virtually the same investments, as the equipment needed for 80 
acres is sufficient to farm 160 acres or more. 

Probably nothing in the Columbia Basin Act which imposes these restrictions 
is more in need of change or has more unanimity of opinion than the one calling 
for the change in the land limitation clause. Farmers up and down the basin 
are virtually of one mind, and that is that we should be treated the same as 
farmers on other reclamation projects. That is, to permit the fundamental 
Reclamation Act of 1902, which has proven successful over a period of 54 years, 
to apply here the same it does elsewhere. 

These farmers are backed in their position by the Washington State Reclama- 
tion Association which has passed a resolution urging the change in the project 
laws so that we can operate the same as do the farmers elsewhere. The State 
of Washington Soil Conservation Committee has taken a stand in favor of that 
of the joint boards and the Columbia Basin Commission that the Columbia 
Basin be under the basic Reclamation Act of 1902, as that is the best solution 
and one which would enable proper soil conservation practices. This committee 
says there is little doubt but what conservation practices are being established 
on farms which are too small for economical operations. 

Resolutions have been passed up and down the State of Washington by farm 
groups, chambers of commerce, and water users. Copies of those resolutions are 
attached to this statement. 

There are many reasons why we should be treated the same as other reclama- 
tion projects. Principally among these reasons is one of pure economics with 
the farmer being given an opportunity to operate so that he can make a living, 
eventually pull himself out of debt, educate his children, maintain a decent 
standard of living, and build up a reserve so that he can eventually reach retire- 
ment. It is impossible to reach that goal on the present land restrictions. 

There are sections of the Columbia Basin where the soil is light and needs 
legumes and other soil building crops which are slow in bringing a return. These 
farmers, most of them young people and many of them veterans, are limited in 
finances. They need quick cash crops in order to meet their annual bills. This 
means casting soil conservation practices aside, at least for the time being, 
because how can a man put half or even one-third of his land into soil-building 
crops and still have enough land to raise cash crops to meet his obligations if he 
is restricted to 80 acres? 

The land restrictions are peculiar to the Columbia Basin and as a result they 
have brought about other peculiarities which right now are putting a yoke 
around the young farmer’s neck. Financial agencies look at the peculiar re- 
strictions on the basin and then impose peculiarities in their lending policies, 
which they have to do in order to protect themselves against the peculiarities 
of the act. Asa result, they proceed cautiously, and in many cases have to deny 
the young farmers loans because they don’t know what will be the repayment 
ability due to these restrictive measures. It is only reasonable to believe that 
if we were to come under the fundamental reclamation act with which these 
loaning agencies have been dealing for 54 years and have the experience upon 
which to base loans, they would treat us in the same lenient and fair manner 
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as they are treating the farmers on other reclamation projects. Even the 
Farmers Home Administration is skeptical about making loans on the Columbia 
Basin due to the limited size of the farm units and the probability that the 
applicant does not have sufficient land to return enough to make him a living 
and pay off the obligation. 

The ever-expanding tax base, both income and real taxes, puts another ob- 
stacle against the farmer on these insufficient farms. The tax levies against 
the land are much higher than they were at the time this farm unit program 
was set up, and now there are farmers who have a hard time meeting their 
annual tax payments but are sure they could if they had more land and an 
opportunity to use economically their equipment. 

The present law makes it mandatory that farm operators lease land in excess 
of their own holdings in order to use their equipment economically and earn 
themselves a living. This is not good for the land because it is only reasonable 
that a man will protect his own soil and mine as much as he can from the leased 
land and when it is no longer productive, will abandon it and seek other acreages. 
But if he owns sufticient to make a living and farm economically, he will protect 
all of the land. 

Members of the Columbia Basin Commission who have been working on this 
project for many years can recall, and the record obviously will show, that 
changes in many parts of the Columbia Basin Act, including the size of the 
landholdings, were certain to become necessary. Experience is necessary 
to properly chart the course of development policies. We have gone far 
enough in the land ownership phase of the act to show that changes are neces- 
sary. Even those who are in favor of the tightest restrictions recognize that, 
and it is safe to say that no one is opposed to increasing the ownership laws on 
the Columbia Basin. 

There is no use changing this with anything short of, or anything different 
from that which has proven successful in the past, and that is the fundamental 
Reclamation Act of 1902. Make that apply on the Columbia Basin proect, and 
it is a safe bet that the land ownership phase of the project will be solved. To 
supply anything else probably would mean that we would go through more 
vears of inefficient operations and then wind up with changes a few years hence, 
but while we are experimenting, farmers will be going broke. 

The majority of the members of the Columbia Basin Commission are irriga- 
tion farmers. They know something about irrigation in the State of Washing- 
ton, having learned that by experience over a period of years. Those irrigation 
farmers are insistent that there be a correction in the law to give basin farmers 
more land so they can farm economically and derive a profit. There have been 
attempts here to try this so-called small unit farming and it has not worked. 
We have to compete even with our own neighbors on the Yakima and Roza 
projects where they are restricted only by the 1902 act and can farm efficiently 
and economically. 

The Commission is as strongly opposed to corporate farming as anyone, but to 
say that what we are asking for—-the fundamental reclamation act—would 
result in corporate farming, is foolish. This act applies elsewhere and has 
not resulted in wholesale corporate farming, and there is no reason to believe 
it would do that here. We look upon the land restrictions imposed on us as 
unrealistic, depriving us of an opportunity to farm efficiently and to enter into 
sound soil conservation programs, and we will be unable, without changes, to 
inaintain a decent standard of living, work our way out of debt, educate our 
children, and provide for our own old age. 

The Columbia Basin Commission asks for an immediate correction in the law 
so that the fundamental reclamation act can apply. We cannot wait for two 
reasons. First, our landowners should not be required to continue on an 
uneconomical operation. Furthermore, there is need for a change in the State 
law. Our State legislature passed a companion act to the Columbia Basin Act. 
In order to effect the change, we also have to change the State law, but we do 
not anticipate any problem there as the people in this State know that correc- 
tions must be made, but our legislature meets only once every 2 years. It will 
meet in the winter of 1957, and if we are not in a position then to make a change 
to correspond with Federal legislation, we will have to wait until 1959. 

We ask for the correction in the Columbia Basin Act, and in doing so, we are 
asking for nothing more than other reclamation projects already have and 
have had for years. 

Thank you. 
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STATE OF WASHINGTON, 
Sor, CONSERVATION COMMITTEE, 
Spokane, Wash., March 19, 1956. 
Mr. Hvuspert WALTER, 
Administrative Assistant, Columbia Basin Commission, 
Bureau of Reclamation Building, Ephrata, Wash. 

Dear Hus: The Washington State Soil Conservation Committee met in Othello 
on Friday, March 16, and voted to support the stand taken by the Columbia 
sasin Commission on the matter of the size of farm units in the Columbia 
Basin. 

Fundamentally, they favored reversion to the old basic Reclamation Act of 
1902 with which I am sure you are familiar. 

After considerable debate, the Soil Conservation Committee members decided 
that the farm size problem has had a definite effect upon the conservation of soil 
and water in the basin and is, therefore, a matter of concern to the committee and 
the soil-conservation districts of the Columbia Basin, There is little doubt that 
there can be a greater amount of conservation practices established on those 
farms which are of sufficient size to be economically sound units. 

Proper classification of land capabilities, of course, is just as important as 
the size of the units, and committee members favor the recongnition of this 
fact in any new legislation which may result from your deliberations with the 
Congressmen. 

Sincerely, 
RicHarp H. Epis, Executive Secretary. 


RESOLUTION 


The Washington State Farm Bureau supports correction of the Columbia Basin 
Project Act to provide for land ownership regulations that are comparable to 
those of other irrigation projects permitting an individual to own more than 1 
unit as long as the total acreage does not exceed 160 acres as provided by the 
Reclamation Act of 1902. 

Passed by the Washington State Farm Bureau at its annual meeting on 
December 2, 1955, at Yakima, Wash. 


QuINcy, WASH., April 30, 1956. 
Mr. HusBerT WALTER, 
Secretary, Columbia Basin Commission, 
Ephrata, Wash. 

DEAR Mr. WALTER: The Quincy Valley Chamber of Commerce desires to go on 
record before the Columbia Basin Commission as being in favor of the resolution 
of the Joint Board of the Columbia Basin Irrigation District, May 18, 1955, and the 
Quincy-Columbia Basin Irrigation District, June 7, 1955, petitioning the Colum- 
bia Basin Commission to seek legislation to revise current limitations on farm 
unit ownership on the Columbia Basin project to the end that Columbia Basin 
Act ownership regulations are comparable to those on other irrigation projects. 

Very truly yours, 
R. W. Greson, 
President, Quincy Valley Chamber of Commerce. 


[Telegram] 


Moses LAKE, WASH., March 26, 1956. 


CoLUMBIA BASIN COMMISSION, 
Care Representative Hal Holmes, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

Joint irrigation boards Columbia Basin project. The undersigned is on record 
as supporting the recommendations of the joint irrigation boards, Columbia 
Basin project, in regard to increasing the size of allowable land acreage owner- 
ship in the Columbia Basin project. 

R. L. Green woop, 
Chairman of Board, Columbia Basin Project Water Users. 
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RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE BOARD or TRUSTEES, SEATTLE (WASH.) CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE, APRIL 3, 1956 


The Seattle Chamber of Commerce urges the 84th Congress, 2d session, to 
amend land ownership limitations upon the Columbia Basin reclamation project, 
to make that project comparable in this respect with other similar projects. 





EpuraTa (WASH.) CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Whereas farmers and irrigation district directors through experience have 
found that it is not economically sound to continue farming operations on the 
limited acreage permitted a family on the Columbia Basin; that it takes as 
much machinery to operate an 80-acre farm as it does to operate 160 or more 
acres, thus making the investment for the average-sized Columbia Basin farm 
too high; and that the crop returns from the average 80-acre farm are insuffi- 
cient to justify the investment to carry on a necessary rotation and soil con- 
servation program and to bring an adequate return to the operation ; and 

Whereas the joint boards of Columbia Basin Irrigation Districts, the Columbia 
Basin Commission, the Washington State Soil Conservation Committee, farm 
groups and chambers of commerce on the basin and elsewhere have supported 
the program to amend the Columbia Basin Act to permit the land limitation 
regulation of the fundamental reclamation Act of 1902, as amended, apply on 
the Columbia Basin the same as it does on other reclamation projects and has 
proven successful for 54 years; Now therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Ephrata Chamber of Commerce concurs in the position 
of the above-mentioned groups and requests that the Columbia Basin Act be 
amended so that the fundamental reclamation law can be applied. 

Passed by the Board on April 26, 1956. 

(Signed) Pau. Hami.ton, Manager, 
(Signed) Wuu11am Nicotes, President. 


Mr. Watrer. As far as these 2,480 farm units operating on the 
Columbia Basin last year, they were operated by 1,600 operators. 

Senator Jackson. Wait a minute. I understood there were 2,400. 

Mr. Watrer. 2,480. 

Senator Jackson. And the number of operators? 

Mr. Watrer. 1,600. 

Senator Jackson. Of the 1,600 what views did they express with 
reference to a révision, if any, in the acreage limitation ? 

Mr. Watrer. There is virtual unanimity among them. There were 
petitions circulated, not by the Columbia Basin Commission or the 
joint boards, but by the farmers themselves with the aid of the Farm 
Bureau. The Farm Bureau took a leading part in this because they 
saw the need for the change and the necessity for a change. The peti- 
tions have been returned. Some are still out, but we have over a 
thousand names on those petitions which we would like to submit to 
this committee sometime. 

Senator Jackson. We would like to have those. 

Mr. Waurer. We will get you certified copies of those and get them 
to you. 

This is not a selfish viewpoint of the farmers. It is to the extent 
that they must have it for survival. On-the small farm units, with 
the rising of cost of operation, it can easily be shown that it is im- 
possible for a man to come out with any profit at all. 

Up and down the basin chambers of commerce have passed resolu- 
tions to that effect. 

The Soil Conservation Committee of the State of Washington, the 
legal organization set up by State law, whose main concern is the 
conservation of the soil, have said that: 
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The Washington State Soil Conservation Committee met in Othello Friday, 
March 16, and voted to support the stand taken by the Columbia Basin Com- 
mission on the matter of the size of the farm units in the Columbia Basin. 

After considerable debate, the soil conservation committee members decided 
that the farm-size problem has a definite effect upon the conservation of soil 
and water in the basin and is, therefore, a matter of concern to the committee 
and the soil conservation districts of the Columbia Basin. There is little doubt 
that there can be a greater amount of conservation practices established on 
those farms which are of sufficient size to be economically sound units. 


That is from the soil conservation. 


Washington State Farm Bureau supports correction of the Columbia Basin 
Act to provide for land ownership regulations which are comparable to those 
of other irrigation projects permitting an individual to own more than 1 unit, 
as long as the total acreage does not exceed 160 acres as provided by the Reclama- 
tion Act of 1902. 

The Quincy Valley Chamber of Commerce has done the same. 

The chairman of the board of the Columbia Basin Project Water 
Users forwards a telegram saying: 

The undersigned is on record as supporting the recommendations of the Joint 
Irrigation Board, Columbia Basin project, in regard to increasing the size of 
the allowable land acreage ownership in the Columbia Basin project. 

The Seattle Chamber of Commerce passed a similar resolution. 
The Washington State Reclamation Association has gone on record 
in favor of the reversion to the fundamental Reclamation Act of 1902 
as amended. 

I would like to submit these resolutions for the record. 

Certainly as we go back to the 1,600 farmers on 2,400 units, the fel- 
low has to go on there. The operator has to have more than one 
unit. He may own one and lease another. Certainly he is going to 
farm the one that he leases ruthlessly, getting as much from the soil 
as he can, and then go out and lease another one. His own unit he 
will protect. If he owned both of them he would protect both of 
them. 

Senator Jackson. What are they doing now? Are a lot of them 
leasing ¢ 

Mr. Waurer. Yes, sir. As a matter of fact, they have to lease in 
order to get enough gross to make a go of it. The equipment which 
is necessary on these small farm units of 80 acres, which are unrealis- 
tic, is sufficient to farm 160 acres or more. Nobody can get along 
with one tractor. You have to have two. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Walter, isn’t what this all boils down to that 
this law was passed at a time when the farm economy was in a certain 
condition and certain facts were available? Since then there have 
been changes. 

Mr. Watrer. That is right. 

Senator Jackson. The real determination which has to be made, 
then, is whether the present criteria or standards which have been set 
are in keeping with the policy and the objective of Congress to make 
it possible for a family to go out in the Columbia Basin and make a 
decent living as a family. 

Mr. Waurer. That is correct. 

Senator Jackson. Do I take it that the point you folks are making 
is that since the passage of the act in 1943 there have been a number of 
changes which makes the present limitations and restrictions unreal- 
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istic. You point out that they are now leasing lands to supplement 
their present agricultural activities in the basin. Is that right? 

Mr. Watrer. That is right, yes. 

Senator Jackson. And that there will have to be more of that if 
they are to come out even? 

Mr. Watrer. That is correct. 

Senator Jackson. Has any study been made? Someone was say- 
ing I believe that Washington State College made a study recently. 

Mr. Watrer. They are in the process of studying that at this time 
along with other agencies. 

Senator Jackson. Yes. Haven’t they already sort of reached the 
conclusion that the present acreage allotments are inadequate? 

Mr. Watrer. It is generally agreed, yes, by every one, including 
Washington State College people who are making the study, and even 
the Bureau of Reclamation people themselves, that our farm units 
are too small. So we say correct the situation. We have gone so 
far with the farm-unit program there, the farm units laid out, that 
we can’t go to 160 acres. 'Wemust permit them to use more farm units. 

I don’t think there is a disagreement to that by anyone. 

Senator Jackson. Your point is that you cannot do this by discre- 
tionary action on the part of the Bureau, that it requires a change in 
the law? 

Mr. Water. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. I am just wondering why they could not increase 
the present limitations on up to 160. 

Mr. Watrter. If they increase the present limitations and a man 
with 100 acres of poor quality land—he wouldn’t have it unless it was 
in the lower classification—would require 2 units, it would bring him 
up to 200 acres and he would be ineligible for that because the funda- 
mental reclamation act and the basin act itself restricts him to 160 
acres. So why not permit him to have as many farm units as he needs 
so long as he does not exceed the 160 acres or the provisions of the 
fundamental reclamation act. To go at it with such piecemeal legisla- 
tion we will wind up with the same problem we have now, and have 
to change the legislation again. We believe the only solution is to go 
back to the fundamental reclamation act, which has proven successful. 

Yes, at the time that it was set up they were even talking about 
horses, the operation of farm equipment with draft animals. There 
isn’t a draft animal in the basin right now. We have to go to ma- 
chinery in order to compete with people on like projects and compete 
at a disadvantage because they have the unrestricted land regulations. 

They are restricted, but not confined down to such a small acreage as 
we have. We have to go into this tractor business. We have got to 
have tractors. It is true that a lot of these projects on which they 
have permission or legality to take 160 acres are down to much smaller. 
So will ours be when we can get through the initial development stage 
so we can get our soil built up and get into specialty crops. Certainly 
the farm operations ptobalty will not be 160, and I doubt that they 
will ever reach 320. 

Senator Jackson. Has any study been made to indicate what the 
size should be? Forget about the 160 acres for each person under 
the 1902 act. I am not impresed by arbitrary numerical limitations. 
What impresses me is the wisdom of the philosophy which says that 
we are going to encourage the development of family-size farms so as 
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many families as possible can participate in this Federal development 
to prevent monopolization by any one person or group of persons. 1 
don’t think there is magic in numbers, because the soil will vary from 
place to place. It depends on what the soil can produce, which in turn 
determines whether the family can maintain itself on that soil. Isn’t 
that fundamentally the case ? 

Mr. Water. Yes. There are studies now by Washington State 
College and others of what changes should be made. 

Senator Jackson. We will call on the Bureau a little later for their 
views on this. I think that is the crux of this thing, to determine just 
exactly what changes are needed. When that information is avail- 
able, of course, the committee is in a better position to act. Your 
tentative suggestion, I take it, is that the acreage limitations under 
the Columbia Basin P roject Act be amended to conform to the 1902 
act as amended. 

Mr. Watter. Yes, sir; and for the reason that we are no different 
from other people and we should have the same rights and privileges 
that they do and have an opportunity to compete with them. 

Senator Jackson. As far as you know, this is the only exception to 
the reclamation act ? 

Mr. Waurer. Yes. I believe there are some special provisions in 
some other acts, in highly specialized land, I believe. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Mr. Chairman, the only exceptions which have 
been made'so far as acreage is concerned is in the San Luis project in 
Colorado, 450 acres, but that is largely supplemental water rights. 
Three or four or perhaps half a dozen projects have been exempted 
from the 160-acre limitation. 

Senator Jackson. But none with a limitation under 160 acres. 

Mr. Lineweaver. No, sir. 

Senator Jackson. Such as occurs in the Columbia Basin project. 

Mr. Huse. Except as to public lands. 

Senator Jackson. Yes; I understand that. The public lands limi- 
tation isa limitation forboth. 1t applies to the family as such. 

Mr. Watrer. As far as the people participating in ownership of 
the farmland, there is no group and no organization and nobody more 
militantly against so-called corporate farming or the big farm opera- 
tions than is the Columbia Basin Commission and the joint board for 
Columbia Basin Irrigation District. We would oppose that and 
battle it to the bitter end. We do not believe that. We believe in the 
individual ownership of these farms. 

There is one other thing I would like to say for the record, too. 
Referring to the retroactive changes we can do nothing about that 
which has been done. In the northern part of the project where the 
units have been set up they can’t be changed and should not be changed. 

As far as financing is concerned, we were told this morning by the 
Farmers’ Home Administration that if we had more land out there, 
bigger farm units and more land, they could go further in helping 
develop farm units through loans to them. 

Senator Jackson. There is a farm credit crisis at the present time; 
is that not true? 

Mr. Water. There is in portions of the basin ; yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. In the lower part of the basin, I am informed. 

Mr. Water. Yes, sir. The property is developing so the young 
fellows are unable to get their land developed and then qualify. 
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Senator Jackson. They start out by being delinquent. 

Mr. Watter. That is right; they start out by being delinquent; yes, 
sir. 

Senator Jackson. I mean delinquent in their payments. 

Mr. Water. That is right. 

As far as changes in the act that are anticipated, two members of the 
Columbia Basin Commission right now grew up with this practically 
through the whole development of this and the planning for it, and 
they are insistent and believe that the discussions at that time were 
that nothing was going to be perfect, that changes would have to come 
along as time goes on. So it probably was the intent of the planners 
of this that there would have to be changes. This is the first one that 
has crystallized in which there is sufficient unanimity, we believe, to 
guide the course. 

Thank you very much for this opportunity. I would like to file 
this statement. 

Senator Jackson. Thank you. That will be included at the out- 
set of your remarks. 

The next witness is Earl S. Gregory, president of the Quincy- 
Columbia Basin Irrigation District. Mr. Gregory. 


STATEMENT OF EARL S. GREGORY, PRESIDENT, QUINCY-COLUMBIA 
BASIN IRRIGATION DISTRICT 


Mr. Greeory. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Much of my testimony or the bulk of my testimony is included in 
my plea in behalf of the joint boards to the Honorable James E. 
Murray, which you have already made a part of the record, and for 
which I am grateful. In order not to be repetitious, I will limit my 
remarks to a brief elaboration of one or two points within that letter. 

I would like to comment just a little more on the one farm unit per 
family. I would like to say in my own behalf and certainly in behalf 
of the many farmers who have come to talk to me as president of 
the Quincy Irrigation Board that it has not been successful. Origi- 
nally the intent was probably sound, but due to the development of 
high costs and low income and all the other things that have been 
stated here in prior testimony, it has been found through experience 
by farmers such as myself that one farm unit hasn’t worked out. 
Since it hasn’t worked out, it has made it necessary for a great many 
of these farmers to lease other land. So the land limitation of one 
farm unit actually invites tenant farming. I am certain that no 
one would agree that a project with a high percentage of tenant 
farming is desirable. Again many of the reasons why that is so 
have already been stated. 

I would say that the one-farm-unit provision which makes it 
necessary for them to lease other land then in itself invites large- 
scale operation which we as joint boards and individuals boards 
are and have been vociferously against. I mean by that the farming 
of a great many units. Actually the present limitation invites that 
very thing and is a necessary evil, I would say, because you must 
have in this farming game, as in any other business today, a certain 
amount of volume. After expenses are deducted, volume makes your 
profit. If your volume is not sufficient you will not have sufficient 
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profit. If you haven’t sufficient profit, it is needless to say you 
are not going to get sufficient credit. 

I have here a letter from The Travelers Insurance Co., with which 
you are all familiar. This is from the Portland branch, signed by 
Mr. Sackett, their manager. After his opening remarks he goes 
on to say this: 


As to our estimate of future business; we are not optimistic. Our experi- 
ence indicates that only a small percentage of the operations in this area can 
qualify for a loan and it may well be that we are not warranted in servicing 
the area for this small volume. The reason that so many of the operations do 
not qualify is simply that they are not big enough to support a family and 
repay a loan. 

We have made a few loans on individual units, but these were choice units 
in choice areas, and to very strong borrowers * * * 


Another remark in relation to this letter: 


Until such a change is made, I doubt that long-term financing will be avail- 
able to a majority of the farmers in the area. 


Mr. Huse. Do you want to file that with the committee? 

Mr. Grecory. It is available for filing. 

Senator Jackson. We can include it. It depends on whether you 
feel free to do that. 

Mr. House. It is addressed to me, but it is agreeable to me. 

Senator Jackson. It will be included at this point in the record. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


THe TRAVELERS INSURANCE Co., 
MORTGAGE LOAN DEPARTMENT, 
Portland 5, Oreg., May 2, 1956. 
Mr. Roy Huss, 
Ephrata, Wash. 


Dear Mr. Huse: You have inquired with regard to our loaning success and 
our estimate of future business in the Columbia Basin. 

We started making long-term farm real-estate loans on irrigated farms in 
the basin in the fall of 1954. We were the first major insurance company to 
enter the area and, as a result of being the first, we were able to take the choice 
business available. Our success to date has been satisfactory though the volume 
of business on our books is quite small. 

As to our estimate of future business, we are not optimistic. Our experience 
indicates that only a small percentage of the operations in this area can qualify 
for a loan, and it may well be that we are not warranted in servicing the area for 
this small volume. The reason that so many of the operations do not qualify 
is simply that they are not big enough to support a family and repay a loan. 

We have made a few loans on individual units, but these were choice units 
in choice areas, and to very strong borrowers. Many of our loans cover multiple 
units owned by several people and operated jointly or rented to one of the 
partners. In these cases, there is income sufficient to service the mortgage loan. 
But here again, there appars to be a limited volume of business available to us. 
Many of the multiple-unit operations appear to be questionable with regard to 
their compliance with the law and, of course, we want nothing to do with these. 

We are in accord with all the laws and regulations regarding the administra- 
tion of the Columbia Basin project and recognize their necessity. It is un- 
fortunate, however, that the size of the units were estab/ished at the extreme 
minimum required for subsistence living. I have every confidence that the law 
will eventually be changed in this respect to allow a man to own two units or 
he to own one and his wife another. Until such a change is made, I doubt that 
long-term financing will be available to a majority of the farmers in the area. 

Yours truly, 
J. H. Sackett, 
Manager, Farm Division. 


Mr. Grecory. Mr. Chairman, I would like to speak for a moment on 
a matter that involves figures. We all know that figures and statistics 
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are in themselves sort of beguiling phenomena at times in relation to 
proving a point, but I do believe these are of interest because they are 
unbiased and impartial figures, I am sure. I believe it is a fact that 
by the Bureau’s own figures their farm average is 75.9. 

Incidentally, of that 75.9 on an average farm unit there is only 59.9 
on the average of No. 1 soil. 

A study or a canvass is made each year of all the farmers by the 
ditch riders that serve the farmers their water. Each fall they are 
directed to gain from the farmers as closely as they can their income 
from that farm. For easy figuring, rather than use 75.9 as the average 
farm I am going to use the figure 80, because I multiply much easier 
with such simple figures. By the Bureau’s own figures, the average 
gross income last year per acre was $113. Mind you, there were some 
acres that yielded more than that, of course, but we must take into 
consideration that since this is an average there were many acres that 
were less than that. Also, in relation to the farms there are some 
farms that are larger than 80 acres, depending on the yield, but for 
every farm that is larger than 80 acres there is a smaller farm to set 
the average. 

So very quickly multiplying 80 times 113 we get a gross income of 
$9,040. 

I think it is common knowledge among farmers, at least among 
the many, many that I have talked to, that the average operational 
cost, which would include depreciation machinery and so forth, is 
about $80 an acre to raise an average crop. Very quickly there, 80 
times 80 is $6,400. Subtracting those operational expenses, including 
depreciation, he has a total net of $2,640. Those are my figures here. 

Senator Jackson. Onan investment that averages about how much ¢ 

Mr. Grecory. I should say an investment, Senator, that averages 
between $12,000 and $20,000 per farm unit. The $12,000 would be 
a bare minimum. 

Senator Jackson. What would the average be? 

Mr. Grecory. Are you speaking of machinery and the ability to 
farm ? 

Senator Jackson. Yes, both personal and real property investment, 
so he can operate. 

Mr. Grecory. And live. That would be $25,000 or $30,000. 

Senator Jackson. The average return ? 

Mr. Greoory. The average return is $2,640. I have here a figure 
which was released to me which is supposedly i Bureau figures that 
on this average farm the average net income was $2,316. So I ama 
little higher than that one. 

Gentlemen, I offer for your consideration and study : 

Is $2,316 or $2,640, whichever one you want to use, sufficient profit 
for a man to raise his family, to pay his i income tax 

Senator Jackson. He wouldn't have any income tax. 

Mr. Grecory. Let’s say there was something. And to keep his land 
in a constant state of improvement, so that his net worth did not 
deteriorate. Is that, gentlemen, a fair and decent living for the 
average-size farmer on the Columbia Basin project. in comparison 
to the general standard of living in the United States today ? 

Senator Jackson. Let’s carry this a step further, Mr. Gregory. 
I think these figures are very impressive. They tell quite a story, 
assuming they are reasonably accurate. What is the average debt 
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in the basin? You have to count the payments they are making 
on the tractor and the farm machinery. I am limiting it now en- 
tirely to the operation of the farm, not to personal items. What 
would be the average debt on his farm equipment and on his farm 
investment, the. payments he has to make? I don’t see how he would 
even scrape up enough to make the nae 

Mr. Grecory. Wouldn’t that be derived on the basis of how much 
money the man had on he came ? 

Senator Jackson. I don’t know. I assume the Bureau may be 
able to answer that. They must keep a record. 

Mr. Gregory. Let’s speak, then, of the veteran who is now able 
to come to the Columbia Basin project with $4,500 in assets, of which 
I believe $500 can be in a car and perhaps household goods, and he 
has a limited amount of experience. He starts out with $4,500. He 
immediately has to borrow a considerable amount of money. If 
he is going to level his farm and build himself a reasonable home, 
supply himself with water, and build a machine shed to keep his 
machinery out of the weather and in general get his farm ready to 
operate, I would say offhand that man has a minimum development 
cost on the average size farm in the neighborhood of $25,000. So if 
he comes with a $4,500 

Senator Jackson. That is real and personal property investment. 

Mr. Gregory. Yes. That would be the minimum figure in my opin- 
ion. Then you can recognize immediately the interest on his aan 
rowed money becomes a staggering figure each year. Sometimes 
that in itself has been impossible to pay, just the interest. 

Senator Jackson. He would have hardly enough to pay the inter- 
est on $25,000, $20,000, say, at 6 percent. That w ould be $100 a month 
just interest, let alone payment on principal. 

Mr. Gregory. That is right. I would like to say, too, that we have 
in the State of Washington the most expensive labor State in the 
United States. Our farm labor is known to be more costly than any 
other State that we know of. That is not my figure. That is a pub- 
lication released by some agency of the State of W ashington. 

I would like to say, too, that even with the ability to raise much 
of your livelihood on ‘the farm, your eggs, milk, various vegetables, 
and so forth, the household groceries out there for an average-size 
farmer, with all those things supplied by himself, is still in the neigh- 
borhood of $150 a month ‘at the minimum. This doesn’t allow that 

family any of the things that we consider in this day and age to be 
a decent living. 

Mr. Chairman, I have taken up much of your time already. The 
evidence as presented by the other witnesses has been comprehensive 
and, I think, well taken and well stated. I do want to emphaize this 
one last point: 

I am speaking here today as a farmer and as a man who represents 
many farmers. I come in contact with them all the time because I 
live on a farm, I am next to them, and I am around them. Because I 
am the president of the board they come to me with their problems. 
They are almost unanimous in their desire to have this act changed 
so that they themselves can make a decent living and do so with no fear 
whatsoever. I dor’t speak as an individual as such. I am certainly 
making known my own feelings. I also want to impress upon you that 
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I speak for the many, many farmers in my district in Quincy Valley 
in the Quinecy-Columbia Irrigation District. 

Senator Jackson. That is a very fine statement, Mr. Gregory, and 
I think you have given some very realistic data regarding the income 
problem and the debt situation. To your knowledge, is there any op- 
position to the amendment to the law in the area ? 

Mr. Grecory. Mr. Chairman, the only opposition that I know of is 
made by an individual who is not a farmer. For that reason I must 
myself discount the opposition which has been voiced to me because 
of the fact that I feel that he speaks without experience and without 
basic knowledge of the true cost of operating and developing one of 
these farms. 

Senator Jackson. To your knowledge you don’t know of any oppo- 
sition among the people who are farming? 

Mr. Grecory. No, sir. 

Senator Jackson. To the contrary, it is almost unanimous for a 
change in the law? 

Mr. Grecory. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. Thank you very much. 

Our next witness is Mr. Earl Terwilleger, member of the board of 
the East Columbia Basin Irrigation District. 

You may proceed, Mr. Terwilleger. 


STATEMENT OF C. EARL TERWILLEGER, MEMBER OF THE BOARD, 
EAST COLUMBIA BASIN IRRIGATION DISTRICT 


Mr. Trerwitiecer. Mr. Chairman, I have a letter here to this com- 
mittee from Mr. Don Damon, who was unable to accompany me here 
to this meeting. He is the chairman of our board. Would you like to 
have it read here? 

Senator Jackson. Is it very long? 

Mr. Terwitixcer. It is considerably long. 

Senator Jackson. I believe we would have it included in the record 
at this point if there is no objection. Let me take a look at it. Go 
ahead and read it. 

Mr. Terwiie6rr. This is the testimony of Don Damon, chairman 
of the East Columbia Basin Irrigation District before the Irrigation 
and Reclamation Subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs: 


STATEMENT OF DON DAMON, CHAIRMAN OF BOARD OF DIRECTORS, OF EAST 
COLUMBIA BASIN IRRIGATION DISTRICT 


GENTLEMEN: I am Don Damon, chairman of the board of directors of the East 
Columbia Basin Irrigation District. 

I respectfully submit to you the following statement of facts in support of our 
plea for a change in the Columbia Basin Project Act. 

It is the unanimous decision and desire of the Board of Directors of the East 
Columbia Basin Irrigation District to work for a change in the act. We wish 
to have the act changed to permit the ownership of 160 acres of land per indi- 
vidual as allowed under the basic reclamation law of 1902. 

People of other projects in the West are permitted to own 160 acres per 
individual—while on the Columbia Basin project some settlers are handi- 
eapped by 39-, 40-, 50-, and 60-acre tracts, Marming such small tracts it is 
not profiitable under our present economic situation. Settlers in large num- 
ber have appealed to our board to get them larger units of land to farm. The 
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board of directors are fearful that in a short time we will have to take over 
ownership of these small tracts for nonpayment of water charges, and that once 
we take them over we will never be able to sell them to other settlers. This 
eondition would result in additional costs to owners of larger more profitable 
units as the entire costs would have to be paid by them. 

Repossession of farm machinery and automobiles on conditional sales con- 
tracts in the general trade area of the project is increasing. Businessmen that 
I have talked to are all anxious to have the farmownership size increased. I 
wish to submit for your examination a letter regarding this from one of the 
local banks on the project. 


That letter is not here in the statement. 

Senator Jackson. You have the letter, do you, Mr. Terwilleger? 
The letter will be included at the end of the statement of Mr. Damon. 
Will you supply that to the reporter ? 

Mr. TerRwILLecer (reading) : 


The demand for and the cost of new local government, schools, roads, and 
hospital districts has resulted in increased tax levies on the new settlers of 
this project. In some cases the total tax on the farm unit, building improve- 
ments plus personal property tax on the machinery necessary to farm the unit 
are as much as $15 per acre. If this cost could be spread over three times as 
much lands it could probably be cut 50 percent on an acreage basis. It is 
generally true that one set of farm machinery can handle 160 acres as well 
as it can 50 acres. 

I wish to submit for your examination and the record photographic copies 
of a detailed list of the county assessment rolls on 25 Columbia Basin farms. 
In one case over $50,000 in machinery alone. Many farms with over $20,000 
worth of machinery. In addition an adequate set of farm buildings will cost 
from $20,000 to $40,000 varying somewhat on the operation. Very few farms 
at this time have completed their building program. ‘These are photographic 
copies signed by settler on these farm units. An attached letter from the county 
treasurer of Adams County shows the amount of tax paid by the farm units in 
Adams County. A similar letter from the county treasurer of Grant County 
shows the amount of the tax paid on part of the farm units in Grant County. 
These amounts as you can readily see are burdensome on a small low-income 
farm. 

It is sometimes difficult for a Federal agency to admit they have made a 
mistake, but in my opinion a serious mistake has been made on this project 
in setting up such small uneconomic farm units. This error can best be recti- 
fied by a speedy amendment to the Columbia Basin Project Act. An about 
face—adopting the true and tried 160-acre per individual as provided by basic 
reclamation law for the past 54 years will be very good for the general welfare 
of the project. 


Senator Jackson. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Terwitiecer. I have these photostatic copies from the two 
counties. It indicates in here the amount of machinery and build- 
ings that you have to have on these units to put them into produc- 
tion. We would like you to make a study of this. 

Senator Jackson. You are asking that these documents which were 
retested to in Mr. Damon’s statement be included following his state- 
ment $ 

Mr. Terwixecer. In the record, yes. 

Senator Jackson. They were referred to in Mr. Damon’s state- 
ment, is that correct ? 

Mr. Trerwitiecer. That is right. 

Senator Jackson. They will be included in the committee’s files 
and will be available for examination. 

Mr. Trrwitiecer. Is there any question on that? 

We have a letter which I would like to have read from the Warden 
Chamber of Commerce. 

Senator Jackson. It is just a general statement ? 
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Mr. Terwiiecer. It is a full endorsement of the proposal. 

Senator Jackson. That letter will be included following the other 
references. 

Mr. Terwiiiecer. Then you have my statement here which I would 
like to present. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is Earl Terwilleger. I 
own an 84-acre farm near Warden in the east central portion of the 
Columbia Basin project. Last fall I was elected to a 3-year term as 
director of the East Columbia Basin Irrigation District. My testi- 
mony this afternoon, however, will be that of a farmer rather than 
an irrigation district director. The views of our district, represent- 
ing about one-third of the water users in the Columbia Basin project, 
are contained in the written testimony of Mr. Don Damon, the chair- 
man of our board of directors. I have brought this testimony along 
with me as he was not able to make the trip back here at this time. 
With your permission I would like to have his testimony made a part 
of the record. 

I will not waste your time in trying to restate our basic problem. 
That has been done well by others here this afternoon. We consider 
the only logical and practicable answer to that problem is to put us 
under the same law governing other projects. So my purpose will be 
to try and show you from a farmer’s standpoint the reasons why we 
must have an immediate increase in the amount of land which a man 
may own and operate on the Columbia Basin project. 

Part of the reason, of course, is tied directly to the present value 
of the agricultural dollar as compared to its worth at the time when 
the data was obtained upon which the Bureau of Reclamation estab- 
lished the average sizes of farm units. The main and basic reason 
however, from a farmer’s standpoint, can be put very simply. 
Through mechanization he has been able to increase his output per 
acre about twice. His costs of operation, which, of course, involve 
the amount of his investment almost directly, have in the same period 
of time increased from 6 to 10 times. 

The team of horses which would have helped him make an adequate 
living on his 80-acre farm in 1937 cost $200. The tractor he must 
have to even stay in business today on that farm, and I might add most 
of us find we need at least two tractors, which cost anywhere from 
$2,800 to $6,000. 

I used to be able to do a good job of haying with a horse-drawn 
mower, a buck-rake and astacker. The top price for these was around 
$600. To stay in business today I must have a power driven mower, 
a windrower and either a choper ora baler. I can’t get them for much 
less than $3,600. The same story is true down the line. I double my 
production at 6 to 10 times the cost. If I don’t invest because I can’t 
afford to do so on the acreage I have then I reduce my production and 
often invite total crop losses because I can’t take care of things when 
they need to be done. 

The farmers of our district and on the Columbia Basin project were 
not slow in learning these hard facts of life. Whatdid they do? They 
did the only thing they could under the circumstances,. They leased 
all the land they could get their hands on in an effort to get the acreage 
base they need to make a living. The Bureau of Reclamation’s own 
figures for last year show that irrigation was carried on on more than 
2,500 farms. There were less than 1,600 farms on which any family 
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was resident, so 900 of our farms, or over 55 percent of those actually 
occupying were operated under the lease or some other rental arr ange- 
ment. 

I have heard some comments to the effect that the Government has 
50 to 100 prospective purchasers for each of the few farms they own. 
This is quite true. What happens when the lucky man gets his farm 
is a far different story. I can show you instance after instance within 
a few miles of my place where the veteran who has gotten his farm 
from the Government is working out to make a living. He has leased 
his farm on what we call a dev elopment lease where a land leveler or 
perhaps a large produce concern comes in and levels and develops 
the place in exchange for the free rent, generally for about 5 years. 
They can afford to “do this because they have enough places leased 
to make it a paying proposition. It is this situation that has given 
rise to some of the stories you may have seen in the press about big 
operators in the Columbia Basin. While we as an irrigation district 
do not favor such activities, we feel that in many instances there is no 
alternative and in my personal opinion we will have this type of land 
tenancy, with its tendency toward poor soil conservation, until the 
man who lives on his own farm can own enough acreage to make a 
go of it. 

Our farms average a little less than 70 acres of irrigable land. 
Averages, however, are poor things on which to make a livi ing. It is 
obvious that if 80 acres is the average then half of our farms could be 
expected to be less than that in size. Another thing which we should 
keep in mind is that the actual acreage in revenue-producing crop is 
always less than the total irrigable acreage. The f farmstead ditches, 
farm roads, headlands and other nonpr oductive uses combine to reduce 
our alreé ady small acreage by an additional 4 or 7 percent. 

It is easy for the economist and those who sade hundreds upon 
hundreds of so-called typical farm budgets for the purpose of impos- 
ing tight acreage restrictions on new recl: amation projects. I must 
admit that their estimate of net farm income was just about right, in 
this case about $1,200 to $1,500 a year. However, I certainly wish it 
were these same economists, rather than ja who were getting my income 
after having paid $400 to $500 in taxes and the 6 percent interest 
on my $35, 000 investment. These are cash outlays that I must meet 
every year, regardless of how the crops do. 

There has been some mention of raising the acreage limit in our 
area from 1 to 2 farm units per family. The farm unit I: ayout in our 
project has been established for some years, and in our district most 
of the land is already laid out in such units and systems of canals and 
laterals is pretty well completed serving them. So the idea of limit- 
ing ownerships on the basis of farm “units would appear to be a 
sound one. 

Such, however, is not the case. For rather obvious reasons, the folks 
who alre: udy have large units, and some of these contain lots of our 
best land, would probably have the amount of land they needed. But 
what about the hundreds of farmers who have farms in irrigation 
blocks where the average size is lots closer to 50 acres than it is to 80. 
So we say that to limit ownership to two units would simply delay the 
day of reckoning. It would help the man who needs help the least, 
and put the man who needs help the most out of business for good. 
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Our desire on the Columbia Basin is simply to have the same chance 
to make a decent living on our own farms that other farms throughout 
the Western United States now have. We don’t want more than the 
next fellow and we don’t want any less. So, both personally and on 
behalf of all of the farmers in my irrigation district and the entire Co- 
lumbia Basin, I respectfully request that your committee endorse an 
amendment to permit the fundamental reclamation law to apply and 
use every means at your command to secure passage thereof at this ses- 
sion of Congress. 

Senator Jackson. Thank you very much. 

Do you have anything further, Mr. Terwilleger ? 

Mr. Trerwiiiecer. Unless you have some questions. 

Senator Jackson. Following up Mr. Gregory’s statement, I think 
you have given a specific case history of the problem that you have in 
trying to make these allotments work out. We appreciate very much 
your statement. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR GEORGE D. ZAHN, MEMBER, COLUMBIA 
BASIN COMMISSION 


Mr. Zaun. Mr. Chairman, my name is George D. Zahn, a Columbia 
Basin commissioner and a State senator from the State of Washington, 
residing at Methow, Wash. 

I would like to point out at this time that I am a commissioner in 
Columbia Basin not residing on the basin and have no ownership of 
land or interest in the basin financially. I have worked toward the 
basin act that we are now considering for a great many years and have 
been a member of the Commission for 6 years, considering its prob- 
lems. 

As a State senator I have reviewed the committee work at the time 
the Columbia Basin Act was approved by our State legislature, and I 
want to concur with the statements made here that at that time there 
was indicated when sufficient settlers were on the basin that there 
would be an opportunity for a review of the act. 

I would like to concur in the statement of the Columbia Basin Com- 
mission as being our statement, as given by Mr. Walter, our adminis- 
trative assistant. I have been instructed by Gov. Arthur B. Langlie 
of the State of Washington to indicate his desire that this be given 
consideration. He desires me to say that he has been approached by 
veterans’ organizations, that he has studied the matter through his 
own department of agriculture and department of conservation and 
development, and finds that there is a need for consideration of such 
a change at this time, that he, as we and as I know Senator Magnuson 
and Senator Jackson and the members of this committee, do not want 
large-scale farming, but it would be very undesirable to have economic 
failure of the basin through not having farming of the proper size. 

Mr. Chairman, I think this has been rather completely covered. I 
concur in the points given as a State legislator and I believe I can 
assure the committee, should it seem to the best interests of the State 
of Washington and the Nation and the farmers that such a change 
be made in this act, the legislature of the State of Washin n will 
readily coneur. Unless there are questions, Mr. Chairman, I believe 
that is all I have to say. 
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Senator Jackson. Senator Zahn, I take it that you support the 
suggested amendment in the committee print on page 13, is that true? 

Mr. Zaun. That I do, Senator Jackson. 

Senator Jackson. F ollowing Mr. Gregory’s letter to Senator 
Murray. 

Mr. Zaun. Yes. 

Senator Jackson. I take it that that also is the view of all of the 
previous witnesses, is that correct, gentlemen ? 

Mr. Huse. Yes. 

Mr. Water. Yes. 

Senator Jackson. I just wanted the record to show the position that 
you take. 

Thank you very muc th. We apprec iate having your comments and 
the official views of the State. The State and the Governor are sup- 
porting the amendments, as you suggest. 

I think it would be helpful now to have the views and comments of 
the Bureau of Reclamation with reference to the suggested proposals. 
The Chair realizes they have not been introduced. “This is mere sly an 
informal meeting to discuss this problem and to determine what legis- 
lative action should be pursued. We would be pleased to hear from 
you, Dr. Dominy. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF FLOYD E. DOMINY, CHIEF, DIVISION 
OF IRRIGATION, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, DEPARTMENT OF 
THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Domrny. First of all, as you have just pointed out, Mr. Chair 
man, since there is not formal legislation pending, the Secretary of the 


Interior 

Senator Magnuson. Mr. Chairman, at this point I might say my 
colleague and I have discussed this matter on many occasions with 
members of the Basin Commission and other interested parties. A1- 
though it might pose a matter for legislation, we did think it would 
be better to have this hearing and discuss the matter and put the prob- 
lem on the table and see what it is all about before we decide to draw 
up legislation. 

Even though there is not a bill actually introduced, we do have a 
serious problem and we came to the conclusion we ought at least all 
of us to sit down informally and see what it amounted to. 

Senator Jackson. It is a problem which requires possible legislative 
solution. 

Senator Magnuson. It might require legislation immediately after 
this hearing. We don’t know. 

Mr. Domrny. As I was about to say, Sentor Magnuson, I merely 
wanted to explain that since there is not formal legislation pending and 
since we got a copy of Mr. Gregory’s letter late last Friday a week ago, 
there has not been opportunity within the Department to review this 
matter thoroughly and develop an official position for the executive 
branch. Weare here infor mally merely to discuss with you gentlemen 
and the people from the basin the problem. I am sure the results of 
this hearing will be made of record and will be helpful to the Depart- 
ment in formulating an Official position on such legislation as you 
lation can be introduced. 
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Senator Jackson. As a matter of fact, I think we will have a suf- 
ficient record, should legislation be introduced, that there will not be 
a necessity to have another hearing except to have the views of the 
Department. There is no need to have the witnesses back in, because 
I think the views here are pretty well known and the problem as 
stated by them would not need to be repeated again at another 
hearing. 
Mr. Bisecies I would like to reiterate briefly that in carrying out 
the Columbia Basin Project Act and specifically the directions to the 
Secretary in laying out the farm units, the Bureau of Reclamation 
in representing the Secretary has gone into all kinds of studies, eco- 
nomic and physical, and ceive the settlement and development 
of the older projects in the northwest in an effort to comply with the 
instructions of the act. Certainly our aim was not to establish a 
settler on an inadequate unit. Our aim was to establish them on 
minimum adequate units rather than maximum adequate units. Of 
course I recognize, as has been brought out here, that there is a basic 
conflict in the desire of any redblooded American farmer and some of 
the precepts of that act. 

Obviously when a farmer gets a set of equipment and a set of 
buildings on a farm he would like to put them to the greatest economic 
use rather than to a minimum adequate economic use, which is really 
what we have been directed to do in establishing the maximum number 
of farm opportunities rather than the maximum of greatest economic 
opportunities. 

go there is that basic conflict within the act itself that I doubt 
could be reconciled as compared to the objective of any farmer who 
wants to make the maximum return possible with a given investment 
in machinery and labor. 

There has been some reference made here to studies back in the 
1930’s based on horse-drawn equipment rather than the mechanized 
age. I want to assure you that our first settlement on this project 
was since World War II in 1948 and that our studies were revised and 
were brought up to date and recognizes the existing production under 
mechanization on American farms. I want to point out also that we 
did not use price levels that were outdated, either. 

In 1946 we had a huddle to try and anticipate what price levels 
were apt to prevail in the immediate postwar years. As a matter of 
fact, we underestimated the Nation’s economy. We selected a price 
base with an index of 144 as compared to 100 in the 1910 to 1914 
period which always has been used in the agricultural program in 
deciding what the parity period is, Actually, as you all know, the 
price index went up rapidly to almost 300 percent of that 1910-14 
average. Then we adjusted our figures to recognize that we had un- 
derestimated. 

We still did not feel that prices were going to hold at that peak, 
and we decided to use for our forecast of income over the years 215 
percent. Even though we now consider that we are in somewhat 
distress conditions on the farm and I realize that in many respects 
we are, particularly on newly developed areas, the index is still 
at the moment somewhat above the 215 that we selected in working 


up our income potential on the farm budgets that we developed on 
the farms that we set up. 
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There is one other point I would like to make in connection with 
the averages which has been quoted accurately here. The average 
farms we have opened up to date on the 3,979 full-time farm units is 
75.9 acres. In that average is reflected some farm units less than we 
would like to have established by reason of the fact that some owners 
on the project had brought 40 acres years ago antic ipating project 
water and they make very strong pleas to let them maintain that as 
a full-time farm unit. It is pretty difficult to say no when a man 
has held a 40-acre unit there for a good many years waiting for project 
water, and we tell him that is only two-thirds of a unit and he ought 
to sell it or buy another part which may not be available. 

So some full-time farm units have been set up knowing they are 
smaller than we would like to establish them but the ownership is of 
such character that it is hard to keep from setting up some of them at 
that level. That is reflected in the somewhat lower average. 

When the Secretary of the Interior is confronted with making an 
official report on legislation dealing with this subject there are a 
number of things that he will of course need to take carefully into 
account, it seems tome. He will need to get as much information as 
he can get from all sources, including that which these gentlemen 
have presented here today. This bulletin is entitled The Columbia 
Basin Settler. It is dated May 1956, so you can see, Mr. Chairman, 
that it is a very current document. This is the study of project 
settlement conducted by the Washington Agricultural Experiment 
Station at the State College of Washington. “T have not hi i time to 
review it in detail. I do see from the format that 210 Columbia 
Basin project settlers were selected at random through a scientific 
random sampling, and were interviewed in detail to get a complete 
picture of their resources at the time they moved on the project and 
their success or lack of success in development on the project. 

Some very impressive information is contained herein. Generally 
it would ae Be if this 210 random sampling is an accurate sampling 
and does reflect fully the results to date, for example, that after the 
first year’s operation the average net w orth of the 210 settlers was 
$19,700. After the second year of operation the average net worth 
was $28,000. At the end of the third year the average net worth was 
$30,000. 

There is another table here which compares the general living con- 
ditions of the Columbia Basin project settler with the Washington 
State rural farm population. The number of radios on Columbia 
Basin project farms, 98 percent. Washington State average, 97. 
Number of refrigerators on Columbia Basin, 99 percent. Average 
State, 77 percent. 

Running water in the house on the Columbia Basin settlers 86 per- 
cent, average over the State rural farm families, 70 percent. 

Indoor toilets, 78 percent on the Columbia Basin, 62 percent state- 
wide. 

Telephones, 75 percent on the basin, 58 percent statewide. 

Central heat, 53 percent on the basin, and 52 percent statewide. 

Among the 210 farmers interviewed there were only 44 who ex- 
pressed serious concern or serious disatisfaction with general living 
and general farming conditions on the project. Of the 44; the way 
they broke down their dissatisfaction, 483 percent of those 44 said 
that their main objection was that they found their soil conditions 
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to be pretty arduous by reason of rock, alkali, or drainage problems. 

Thirty percent of the 44 gave as the reason for dissatisfaction that 
the unit was too small. Nine percent indicated their dissatisfaction 
stemmed from the high operating costs in the Columbia Basin. 
Seven percent of the 44 indicated dissatisfaction by reason of im- 
proper leveling on his unit. Miscellaneous other reasons, 11 percent 
of the 44. 

So I am sure in formulating a firm report, the Secretary of the 
Interior will need to take into account studies of the sort and also 
all of the information available by reason of records which the Recla- 
mation Bureau has maintained. We will need to consider and review 
pecjens development on other Pacific Northwest projects after they 

ave been in operation for a long while. 

The information which we supplied by letter to the committee today 
contained there facts: 

That on the Kittitas division of the Yakima project, which has been 
operated for 40 years, 43.3 percent of them have less than 60 irrigable 
acres, while 58.6 percent on the Roza division of the Yakima project, 
which has been operated about 10 or 12 years, is less than 60 acres in 
size. 

On the north unit of the Deschutes project 35 percent are less than 
60 acres. On the Owyhee project in Oregon-Idaho 60 percent are 
Jess than 60 acres. On the Arrowrock division of the Boise project, 
74 percent are less than 60 acres. 

Another thing that he will certainly need to take carefully into ac- 
count is, will these changes proposed be of significant benefit to the 
veteran settler? Incidentally, the demand for farms from the vet- 
eran settler certainly is not slackening off. Of the 2,159 farms in the 
West that have been made available through reclamation development 
for veteran settlement since 1946, 2,159 farm units, we have had ap- 
plications from 103,266 veterans seeking an opportunity to secure 
one of those units. 

So in evaluating the worth of these amendments the Secretary 
certainly would need to take into account who would benefit most from 
this adjustment. Would it be the settler on the project or would it 
be investors from off the project, businessmen and others who would 
like to own 1, 2, or 3 farms on the Columbia Basin, or would it be 
the actual veteran settler who would be benefited by the opportunity 
to expand his acreage ? 

Then I am sure the Secretary will want to take fully into account 
whether or not the authority reposing in him now in Public Law 258, 
which was enacted in the 1st session of the 83d Congress, which au- 
thority gives him the opportunity upon application by the individual 
saying that he has an inadequate farm unit and the Secretary, upon 
review and analysis, agrees, then we have the authority under law 
and the opportunity under the law either to amend his unit by giving 
him such acreage as may be located in his area as would make him 
sufficient acreage to be an economic farm, or we have the opportunity 
of taking back from him that inadequate unit and permit him to 
have settlement oppeeenee elsewhere in the Columbia Basin or 
elsewhere on a reclamation project where settlement opportunity 
might be available. 

I believe, Mr. Chairman, that is about all that I have to say on this 
subject at the moment. 
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Senator Jackson. Mr. Dominy, you heard the testimony from Mr. 
Gregory about the average income. I was quite impressed by the 
problem. The average runs somewhere around $2,400, with an invest- 
ment which averages about $25,000. Is that correct, Mr. Gregory ? 

Mr. Grecory. Yes, on the average I think that w a be correct. 

Mr. Dominy. The figures quoted by Mr. Gregory came from our 
annual crop report, which of coures included farms thi it had water 
for only 1 year and farms that had had water 2, 3, and 4 years. It 
would be interesting to break that down by the number of years that 
they had water and see whether it was gradually improving as the 
farm was developed and as the settler gained knowledge and expe- 
rience in working that particular farm. I don’t have them broken 
down that way. On the : average I would certainly say and agree with 
Mr. Gregory that $2,640 net income above expenses, even though that 
includes farm family living and rent and so forth, is still certainly 
not a large income. 

Senator Jackson. It would indicate on the face of it that a change at 
least in the allotment would have to be made because certainly if you 
come out with $2,400 that doesn’t leave you enough to pay the payments 
that would have to be made on the real property ; loan and the personal 
property loan. 

I note from this report from the State college that it is based on 
a study back in 1954. We are speaking in terms of 1954 income. I 
want to read this part into the record. The matter that Mr. Gregory 
referred to I think is more up to date. Doesn’t that include 1955, Mr. 
Gregory ? 

Mr. Grecory. Yes, sir; that is 1955. 

Senator Jackson. So this report, I think it should be understood, 
relates to a study made in 1954. I have just gone through it hurriedly, 
but I note they refer to income during that period. I would like to 
read from page 24 of this study: 

Net income. The annual median net cash income as roughly estimated by 
the farmer was $3,875. There is, however, a wide range in net cash incomes, all 
the way from a loss of $8,350 to a gain of $40,000. 

This one item of $40,000 could throw all the figures off because it is 
such an abnormal situation. 

To continue: 

During 1954, 13 percent of the farm operators estimated either a net loss on 
their farm operation or were just able to meet their costs with income. One 
farmer in each three reported a net cash income of $2,000 or less. On the other 
hand, 42 percent, or about 4 farmers in each 10 reported a net cash income of 


$5,000 or more, and 14 percent, or about 1 farmer in each 7, reported a net cash 
income of $10,000 or more. 


This is all 1954. 


Regardless of the amount of total net cash income per farm, farmers with 
losses, low cash incomes or high incomes, off-the-farm work accounted for a sub- 
stantial amount. 


This figure here includes working outside the farm. 
The median was $420. 
That is off the farm. 


Thus the variation in the total net income among these farms is largely 
accounted for by the variation in net cash income from the farm. A sample of 
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farms was asked if the income realized from the farm agreed with the expectation. 
Three classes of answers to this question tended to dominate. These were: 

Forty percent stated they made less than they had expected, 12 percent 
stated they had made more than they had expected, and 37 percent stated the 
amount actually made and expected to be made agreed within $500. The other 
11 percent did not specify the amounts that differences occurred. 

I happened to be impressed by what Mr. Gregory stated. It seems 
to be reasonably accurate on the basis of the figures that we have 
available to us. If it is a fact that the average net income to the 
farmer is $2,400 on that kind of investment, I just don’t see how that 
program can continue on that basis and still maintain the dignity 
of the family farm. I do hope that the Department will give serious 
consideration to an amendment to the policy which will make it 
possible for these people to operate on a realistic basis. 

If these facts are not correct, that is something else, but standing 
as they do, I think they speak for themselves, and we have a serious 
situation on our hands. 

Mr. Domrny. I don’t think I need assure you, Mr. Chairman, of 
the Department’s sincerity in wanting to work in every way to make 
this project a complete success. 

Senator Jackson. I am sure that is true. I just don’t see how the 
can finance these farms, either. If a farmer must invest with his 
money together with the loan a total of $25,000, in the real property 
and the personal property he must have for that business, his farm, 
and then ends up with only $2,400, it is going to be difficult with that 
kind of record to obtain the loan, nor would it be wise to give a loan 
to a person on that basis because he is just going to be in trouble. He 
is going to lose his investment as well as the investment of the person 
making the loan. 

Mr. Domrny. I was going to say that probably the greatest single 
deterrent has been the availability of proper credit resources to the 
settlers on the project. They actually need more credit and longer 
periods of payment, particularly the type of loan where they would 
not have to pay anything but interest for a few years. 

Senator Jackson. We have a bill pending to do something about 
that. I think that is quite true. owever, you have to go a step 
further. Even if you er more favorable credit terms, I don’t see 
how the farmer is going to amortize his investment on these earnings. 
That is the problem. Assuming that you liberalize your credit pro- 
visions, the farmer is up against the realistic situation of not being 
able to make enough income to meet the charges against his payments 
on personal property which involves his tractor and other modern 
farm machinery together with the payment that he must make on the 
real property. 

Don’t you feel that that is quite apparent ? 

Mr. Domryy. Certainly I agree iy: Mr. Chairman. I agree also 
that it isn’t perhaps the final answer in our consideration here to 
take 1 year, particularly during the early development, as our cri- 
terion of what can be expected after the farm is brought into full 
production and the market is established and all the many problems 
are further along toward solution than they are at the moment. 

I realize also that that is mighty poor solace to a veteran out there 
now faced with those problems who may have lost his farm before 
that other development has taken place. 
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Senator Jackson. We are getting a record here since 1948. We 
have had 8 years. So we ought to be able to predict what kind of 
changes should be made. I agree that the first year or two are difficult 
and the farmer should be able to increase his earnings above that. 

Nevertheless, this is an indication of the problem and certainly 
points to the need of some drastic change here. 

Senator Macnuson. What authority does the Department now have, 
as you conceive it under the law, to change the size of the unit, or do 
you have that authority ? 

Mr. Domriny. Yes, the Secretary of the Interior under the law, Sen- 
ator Magnuson, is charged with the responsibility of making the 
determination of what he considers to be the situation. 

Senator Macnuson. He could go up to 160 if necessary ? 

Mr. Domriny. The law specifies that they shall fall within not less 
than 10 and not more than 160. 

Senator Jackson. But asa realistic matter, because you have to take 
into consideration equal treatment and the classification of the soil, a 

erson getting 160 acres would be rather unique because he would 
have very poor soil. So when you take into consideration the criteria 
laid down in the act, the average farm unit at the present time, even 
with a ceiling of 160 acres and a floor of 10, is 75.9 acres. 

Senator Macnvuson. But under the present law you could make that. 

Mr. Dominy. If the Secretary’s analysis of facts indicated that 
he should have an average of 100 instead of 75; yes. 

Senator Magnuson. But as a practical matter it could not be retro- 
active. 

Mr. Domrny. No. That is one of the things I thought the com- 
mittee would be interested in. 

Senator Macnuson. I do want to point out for the record here that 
we have discretionary authority in the Secretary, but as a practical 
matter it probably would require legislation to change it. 

Mr. Domriny. Certainly to go up to 160 per individual or anything of 
that sort which has been discussed here, yes. 

For example, the Columbia Basin project has been conceived to 
include 1,029,000 acres. Today 174,000 of that has been withdrawn 
by the Atomic Energy Commission. Part of that we are certain has 
been withdrawn for all practical purposes permanently. Part of the 
land may be released, but we have no certainty of that at the moment. 
So there is 174,000 acres withdrawn for that purpose. 255,000 has been 
withdrawn by the present owner by reason of the fact that he wants to 
continue dry-land pursuits rather than irrigated agriculture. Then 
there has been 100,000 that was in the 1,029,000 that we have bypassed 
by reason of elevation which requires quite a pump lift, or isolated 
tracts which it would not be feasible to serve. 

So that leaves today the 500,000-acre project that we have imme- 
diately for development and settlement. By the end of 1956 we will 
have a little more than 300,000 of that 500,000 acres already settled, 
which leaves for 1957 we expect to bring in 47,000 acres, and in the 
period 1958 to 1961 we expect to bring in the remaining 152,000 acres. 

So we are confronted fate with the problem of changing signals 


somewhat with about three-fifths of the immediate project already 
settled 

Senator Jackson. That is true. Of course, we are confronted, too, 
with the problem oy making the project pay out by establishing the 
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economical) size farm units that will result in a pay out to the farmers 
that are on them. 

Mr, Linzweaver. It should be made clear that it would be virtually 
impossible and certainly impracticable to change the farm unit setu 
on the 300,000 acres already laid out. The units have been established, 
recorded in the Clerks’ offices of the counties, irrigation turnouts have 
been installed and the capacity of the irrigation system has been 
geared to the present layout. 

As to the remaining acreage which has not been platted, it would 
be possible under revised standards to lay out farm units of a different 
size based on such standards as may be determined. 

Mr. Gregory, you had a comment that you were about to make. 

Mr. Greeory. Just a couple of points here, not in a questioning 
mood at all. I did want to say that the figures I used in relation to 
determining a man’s net income were not my figures. They were 
figures which were furnished us by the Bureau to our irrigation office. 

Senator Jackson. And it was for 1955? 

Mr. Grecory. It was for the year 1955. 

Just one point perhaps I might be able to ask Mr. Dominy for clari- 
fication for the sake of the record. I was interested in these 210 
farmers that the canvass was made on. I wanted to ask if those 210 
farmers were farming only 1 unit or were they leasing some ground. 

Mr. Domriny. No. The bulletin indicates, Mr. Gregory, that a num- 
ber of them were leasing. I have not read this sufficiently thoroughly 
to know whether the study was based merely on the settled unit or 
included also their returns from the leased units. As a matter of fact, 
that is one of the comments I noticed in here, which agreed with the 
observation you and the other gentleman have made. This bulletin 
comments on the high percentage of leased operations, 

Mr. LineweAver. It averages about one and a half to one. 

Mr. Domtny. I do not remember the detail, Goodrich. I have not 
had a chance to study the detail. 

Senator Jackson. Off-the-farm income, for a substantial part of 
it. There was an average of $420 per person off-the-farm income. 

Mr. Dominy. Of course that is not uncommon in early project 
settlement. 

Senator Jackson. No; for those who are just getting started. 

Mr. Grecory. That is my only comment. I was interested in the 
210 figure, whether he was a man farming a one-farm unit or whether 
he was supplementing his income by leasing land. 

Senator Jackson. Do you gentlemen have anything further? 

The Chair would like to state that it would seem that this is suffi- 
ciently serious for the Bureau to try to work out some kind of program 
to deal with what looks like a financial crisis among the farmers if 
the Chair understands the testimony correctly. I think that we need 
to have a report from the Bureau just as soon as possible so we can 
decide just what to do. 

T don’t know that a change in the act is necessarily the answer, but 
certainly, Mr. Dominy, something is needed to make it possible for 
these people to come out whole. I think that is our main objective. 
Whatever legislation is needed we can take up here in the committee. 
The way it now stands, it just looks as if these people are not going to 
be able to make a go of it. 
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Mr. Dominy. I might say from our review up to this point we feel 
that any aid and assistance on the credit problem is the most important 
single thing that we who 

Senator Macnuson. At least that is the immediate problem. 

Mr. Dominy. Yes; we have testified in favor of the bills pending. 

Senator Jackson. Will you be up tomorrow? We have a bill before 
the Agriculture Committee tomorrow. That is outside of your ad- 
ministration. It is under agriculture but it deals directly with this 
problem. You folks are tied in to it. It is an Interior-Agriculture 
matter for administration. 

Senator Maenuson. The thing the chairman and I have been talk- 
ing about, as well as these people, is that if the Interior Department 
will come to the conclusion that this problem does exist—there may 
be some variance as to fact and figures—it may if we all agree on 
a certain goal we might not have to have legislation to accomplish a 
great deal of it, not that we have any objection to introducing legisla- 
tion but the time is running out on us here and if we all agree there 
is a serious problem here we might be able to do a great deal about it 
without grinding through the legislative processes here this late in the 
session. 

I don’t know what the Department of the Interior would think about 
that, but surely you would have the support of the chairman, who is 
a member of the committee here. I am not a member of the com- 
mittee but you would have my support in appropriations if anything 
were necessary there. 

Mr. Dominy. We certainly will be glad to cooperate to the fullest 
extent in analyzing the problem and the opportunities available to us 
under the existing act to rectify the problem. 

Senator Maenuson. I don’t think you will find too much variance in 
figures here when you get right down to it because these people have 
been very careful about gathering together their statistics. 

Mr. Terwituicer. There is one other problem I have been thinking 
about here. Take the small figure of the man’s income. [If he is able 
to get by on that, then you have a bad crop year and he can never 
recover because he doesn’t have enough land to produce enough to 
recover. We have had two of those in the last 4 years. 

Senator Jackson. It is obvious, if the facts are correct, that a farmer 
with an income of $2,400 net on an investment averaging $25,000 is 
headed for trouble. The Chair realizes that a part of that is the early 
development of the family-size unit. On the other hand, it does in- 
clude a lot of farms which have been operated for some time. 

Senator Magnuson. What it amounts to, we would be in violation 
of the minimum wage act. 

Mr. Grecory. That is very true. 

Mr: Huse. It might be said, too, Mr. Chairman, that this problem 
is an increasing one annually and, as some people have phrased it out 
there, nobody particularly has gone broke to date but there are so 
many on the ragged edge, which again indicates further action as 
against a further study or something of that nature. 

Senator Magnuson. I only make the suggestion—lI say this in all 
seriousness—that we ought to take a look at this and get it quick. 
I don’t think we can stand much delay on this matter. Maybe we can 
all come up with a pretty good answer. Surely the Department of 
the Interior and all of us who have worked so hard to establish this 
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project want to see it a success. We would not want anything to hap- 
pen to it just because we fail to act promptly here on a matter such 
as this. 

Senator Jackson. What objection would there be to changing the 
Columbia Basin Project Act to make it conform to the 1902 act as 
amended ¢ 

Mr. Dominy. As I have stated here, Mr. Chairman, I am not in a 
position to speak on that policy question because it has not been con- 
sidered in the Department or with the Bureau of the Budget. We 
are not in a position today to state the administration’s position on 
that. 

Senator Magnuson. If we did introduce the bill, would that be more 
helpful to you to make the decision quickly ? 

Mr. Domtiny. Yes; if legislation along the lines of Mr. Gregory’s 
letter were introduced and a request made for a report, of course the 
policy decision would be arrived at as quickly as possible. 

Senator Jackson. We will introduce the legislation. We hope in 
the meantime the Bureau could move right in on it and give us their 
views. We can introduce it by request and have it as a means of 
considering whether this is the approach. We are trying to find an 
answer to this problem for you people. Offhand I just don’t see what 
the objection could be. You mentioned earlier that there is a huge 
investment in Grand Coulee. That is true but there is a greater power 
revenue to back up the payout than at any other project. The Cen- 
tral Valley project will cost over half a billion dollars. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Nearly three-quarters of a billion. 

Senator Jackson. My recollection was that on the Grand Coulee- 
Columbia Basin project the total aggregate used to be around seven 
hundred-odd million dollars. That has varied. I think that was for 
the million-odd acres. What is the estimate now ? 

Mr. Dominy. I don’t have the total cost, including the dam and the 
powerhouse. 

Senator Macnuson. It is around $800 million. 

Mr. Domrny. The total cost allocated to irrigation at the moment 
is $559,287,000. 

Senator Jackson. That conforms with my figure because the dam 
was under $200 million originally and then you have had the gen- 
erators added, so you now have 18 generators in there. It is about $750 
million. In the Central Valley project you have the 160-acre limita- 
tion. It would seem to me to be comparable. I don’t know. I am 
just looking for an answer. 

Mr. Greeory. Mr. Chairman, your statement there has been the 
feeling of us as farmers generally. I mean by that that you have 
heard the evidence presented today in relation to what the farmer 
wants. Weare farmers. We are dealing with them. We know ba- 
sically what is the unanimous feeling of the farmers. It is for this 
change in the act as it now stands to the simple, well-liked, highly 
successful 1902 act as amended. It has been used in other projects 
for as long as it was conceived. 

Senator Jackson. Right there, Mr. Gregory, as I understand it there 
is no project which is under the Bureau of Reclamation where this 
limitation applies. There have been exemptions especially where sup- 
plementary or secondary water is used, but I don’t believe there is any 
project under the Bureau of Reclamation that is in this category. 
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Mr. Grecory. Except one that might be higher. 

Mr. Domrny. Public lands. 

Senator Jackson. Yes, public lands. But that would apply all the 
way Parone 

Mr. Grecory. May I say in that regard we as farmers earnestly 
Bed the Bureau of Reclamation or the Department of the Interior 
to go along with our experience and our thinking and our desire and 
knowledge as to what is a good cure. Almost unanimously it is the 
opinion that it would be the cure to change to the 1902 act. We 
earnestly hope that the Department of the Interior will go along with 
us in that respect and take advantage of the man who is on the ground 
and knows the problems. 

Senator Jackson. In any event, it would not be mandatory for the 
Taaeen, Phey would have greater flexibility in dealing with this 
problem if the law were amended. That is one of the things that cer- 
tainly would come out of any attempt to solve this problem of income. 
We are going to have to have more acreage. 

Senator Magnuson and I, then, will introduce, at the request of the 
people who have testified here tod: ay, the proposed amendments. Con- 
gressman Don Magnuson, I guess, is going to introduce it over in the 

ouse. You can talk to Congressmen Horan and Holmes, too. 

I think,the proposed amendment should be checked, if you could 
talk to the Bureau people informally, to see whether it conforms to 
achieve the objective. 

Senator Magnuson. We want to be sure of our language here which 
we propose. 

Senator Jackson. That is right. I say the purpose of the amend- 
ment would be merely to place “it on a parity with other reclamation 
projects under the 160-acre limitation. I think Mr. Lineweaver and 
Mr. Huse, who is representing the farmers of the three districts within 
the Columbia Basin area and the Bureau people informally could go 
over this and make sure that the amendment is drafted properly so 
we can introduce it tomorrow. 

Mr. Greeory. According to the 1902 act. 

Senator Jackson. That is right. To put it on parity, not to give it 
any greater or any less authority than you would have under the 1902 
act as amended, which places a limitation of 160 acres overall where 
public lands are involved, and 160 acres to each individual instead of 
to the family. 

Mr. Micnarn W. Srravs. Just amending the Columbia Basin Act, 
not changing the general reclamation law at all. 

Senator Jackson. All we are doing is amending the Columbia Basin 
Act to make the 1902 act as amended on acreage limitation apply. 
Wouldn’t that accomplish it ? 

Mr. Srravs. That would do it legislatively. 

Senator Jackson. If you folks can work that out, we will introduce 
that tomorrow, jointly. 

Senator Magnuson. I think there is justification for proposing this 
because I remember the history of this limitation and it was clearly 
understood at the time that it was a matter that looked all right then, 
but should be subject to some review, in the light of changing condi- 
tions. 
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Senator Jackson. I think there is a feeling that something less 
than 160 acres would do the job. A lot of water has gone over Grand 
Coulee since 1943. 

Mr. Dominy. We will be glad to work informally on it. 

Senator Jackson. I have made that very clear. It is just a matter 
of doing the proper drafting. If the three of you will get together 
and work that out, the Chair will appreciate it very much. 

The committee will stand in recess, subject to call of the Chair. 
This matter will be taken up again as soon as the appropriate legis- 
lation can be introduced. 

The bill referred to, introduced by Senator Magnuson for himself 
and Mr. Jackson on May 9, 1956, as S. 3826, is as follows: 


{S. 8826, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend certain provisions of the Columbia Basin Project Act, and for other 
purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That (a) section 2 (b) (iii) of the Columbia 
Basin Project Act (57 Stat. 14), as amended, is hereby further amended to 
read as follows: 

“(iii) Water shall not be delivered from, through, or by means of the 
project works to or for lands not conforming in area and boundaries to the 
farm units covering the lands involved, nor to or for the farm units held 
by any one landowner (A) which taken together comprise more than one 
hundred and sixty irrigable acres, or (B) in the case of a nominal quarter 
section comprising more than one hundred and sixty irrigable acres referred 
to in subdivision (i) of subsection (b) of this section, which comprise more 
than the acreage contained in such quarter section: Provided, That notwith- 
standing any other provision of this Act, a husband or a wife may each 
hold separately a total irrigable area in one or more farm units equal to 
that which may be held under this section by any other landowner: Pro- 
vided further, That as to lands held by the one having equitable or legal 
title on May 27, 1937, or the heir or devisee of such owner, delivery may be 
made to or for a total irrigable area not exceeding the maximum provided 
in this section.” 

It is the intent of this amendment that the total irrigable area permitted to be 
held by a landowner under the section so amended shall correspond to that 
which may be held by a landowner under section 46 of the Omnibus Adjustment 
Act of May 25, 1926 (44 Stat. 649, 48 U. S. C. 423e). 

(b) Section 2 (b) (iv) of said Act is hereby amended by striking out “one 
farm unit” and inserting in lieu thereof “the farm unit or units permitted to de”. 
(c) Section 2 (b) (v) of said Act is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“(v) As used in this Act, the term ‘owner’, ‘landowner’, and ‘any one 
landowner’ denote any individual, corporation, or joint-stock association ; 
and the term ‘lands within the projects’ denotes those lands within the 
boundaries of the existing Columbia Basin irrigation districts, or revisions 
thereof approved by the Secretary, which the Secretary determines may be 
supplied water from, through, or by means of the project works and are 
required to be included to provide for sound development and operation of 
the project.” 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to amend any contract, 
which has been entered into prior to the date of enactment of this Act, to 
conform with the provisions of the first section of this Act. The consent of the 
United States is hereby given to the recording, at the expense of the party 
benefited thereby, of any such amended contract and to the simultaneous dis- 
charge of record of the original contract. 


‘ Whereupon, at 4:20 p. m., the committee was recessed subject to 
call.) 

















APPENDIX 


Subsequent to the closing of the hearings, Chairman Murray, of the 
Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, directed that the 


following correspondence be inserted as an appendix to the hearings 
on S. 3730: 
UNITED STAtes SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
May 28, 1956. 
Hon. M. R. NEWELL, 
Mayor, City of Soap Lake, Soap Lake, Wash. 

Dear Mr. Mayor; Thank you for your letter of May 22, 1956, and the enclosed 
newspaper clipping from the Columbia Basin Daily Herald, with a reprint of an 
editorial from the Seattle Times. 

I was astounded to read that the Seattle Times had attributed to me, erron- 
eously, a report relating to the Soap Lake situation which was issued by the 
Department of the Interior on behalf of the Bureau of Reclamation. Please 
make it clear to the people of Soap Lake that I issued no “memorandum report,” 
nor made any other comment on the Soap Lake situation or the factual or other 
matters referred to in the clipping. 

In the first place, previous senatorial engagements prevented my being in 
Washington for the hearing, which was presided over by Washington’s junior 
Senator, Henry M. Jackson. Consequently, I was in no position to make any 
comment on the information presented at the hearing. Further, it would have 
been out of place for me or any other Senator to have commented before all of 
the evidence was in and before an official report from the Department of the 
Interior was presented in connection with 8. 3730. 

From what I understand of the situation at Soap Lake, remedial measures 
are necessary to protect the medicinal properties of the waters of Soap Lake 
from deterioration as a result of the operations of the Columbia Basin project 
by the Bureau of Reclemation. Until the hearings, held on May 7, are printed 
and the subcommittee, as well as the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
has had an opportunity to consider the subject, I will of course refrain from 
comment. 

However, I desire to assure you that I will be more than happy to go along 
with the recommendations of your distinguished Senators, Warren G. Magnuson 
Henry M. Jackson. You are at liberty to give this letter all the publicity possible. 

I am sending a copy of this letter to Senators Magnuson and Jackson, to the 
Seattle Times, and the Columbia Basin Hearld at Moses Lake, Wash. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES E. Murray, Chairman, 


City or Soap LAKE, WASH., 
May 22, 1956. 
Senator James E. Murray, 
Chairman, Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Senator Murray: I am writing you regarding an article which was 
a reprint from the Seattle Times and appeared in the Columbia Basin Herald of 
Moses Lake. I was of the opinion that the hearing on the Soap Lake problem 
had not yet been closed because the formal statement from the Bureau of 
Reclamation had not yet been received by your committee. Quoting from the 
report, supposedly made by yourself, and appearing in this editorial it states: 
“It appears practical the report stated, ultimately to intercept by means of wells 
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10,860 acre-feet (of irrigation waters) annually, which amount is considerably 
more than the 8,630 acre-feet it is estimated will be the ultimate contribution of 
water escaping into the lake bed from irrigation facilities.” 

I would like to point out to you for your use and information that all the city 
of Soap Lake requests of the Bureau of Reclamation is that it intercept all 
waters from return flow of irrigation, lateral losses, canal losses, and reservoir 
losses, contributable to Soap Lake. The lake has risen and fallen over the years 
due to natural causes and the lake level has been controlled by evaporation and 
Soap Lake has never been damaged by these natural inflows nor the salinity dis- 
sipated. The lake has not risen from natural causes since 1953, but rather would 
have gone down some since that time had it not been for seepage waters from 
Columbia Basin project operations. Had these seepage waters been intercepted 
by interception wells, the Bureau of Reclamation would not have found it neces- 
sary to surface pump Soap Lake during the years 1953, 1954, and 1955, and 
thereby damage the mineral content of the lake. 

Soap Lake is not complaining about any minor damage which may have 
arisen from natural causes, but it is complaining because of negligence on the 
part of the Bureau of Reclamation in allowing project waters to infiltrate the 
lake and then willfully depleting the mineral content of the lake by surface pump- 
ing to control that inflow. 

The people of Soap Lake and the thousands who use this lake because of its 
medicinal qualities are vitally interested in your committee taking action to 
preserve the mineral content of Soap Lake. We are not asking anything new of 
the Government, we are only asking to preserve that which we have. I state 
again, I do not believe it is the policy of the Government of the United States, 
that it or any of its agencies believe in or approve of any action which might, due 
to Government operations, cause financial loss or embarrassment, or deprive any 
of its citizens from that which is beneficial to them financially or otherwise, 
without just compensation being made for these losses, or remedial measures 
being taken to prevent further loss or deprivation. 

Enclosed is a copy of the article referred to earlier in this letter. 


Sincerely yours, 
M, R. NEwE.t, Mayor. 


[From Columbia Basin Daily Herald, May 22, 1956] 
An Editorial 


Soap LAKE May Come To DEPEND ON FARMING 
(From the Seattle Times) 


Soap Lake in the Grand Coulee area of eastern Washington, with its wide- 
spread reputation for the curative properties of its saline and mineral waters, 
has become a kind of thorn in the side of the Columbia Basin irrigation and 
reclamation project. 

The rise of the lake water in recent years has caused flood conditions on the 
beaches and in basements in the town, whose residents also complain that the 
infiltration of irrigation water into the lake is diluting the water and impairing 
its reputed health-imparting qualities. 

The controversy led to a hearing before a subcommittee of the Senate Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, at the conclusion of which its chairman, 
Senator Murray of Montana, issued a memorandum report. Its findings and con- 
clusions should be of considerable interest to citizens of the State. 

The report stated the water elevations in Soap Lake since 1951, which were 
higher than the average for the past decade, “would have continued to rise at 
least through 1953 due to natural conditions, regardless of any operations of 
the Columbia Basin project.” The flow of water into the lake was in excess of 
the volume of evaporation. 

Since development of the basin project has progressed, it appears that in addi- 
tion to this rise of water from natural causes, a considerable volume has seeped 
into the lake from the irrigation system, which the Reclamation Bureau has 
sought to offset by interception wells and by pumping. 

“It appears practical,” the report stated, “ultimately to intercept, by means 
of wells, 10,860 acre-feet (of irrigation water) annually, which amount is con- 
siderably more than the 8,630 acre-feet” it is estimated will be the ultimate con- 
tribution of water escaping into the lakebed from irrigation facilities. 
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“It does not,” the report continued, “appear possible to reduce the total inflow 
of fresh water to the lake” to such an extent that it wil be feasible “to maintain 
the present mineral content of the upper layer of Soap Lake, and eventually this 
layer will become fresh.” 

As to the curative virtues of Soap Lake’s mineral water, the report had the 
following to say: “Although the mineral waters of Soap Lake have acquired a 
widespread reputation for therapeutic properties—particularly in treating Buer- 
ger’s disease—research at Soap Lake by the State of Washington, however, 
showed that the spa treatment was not a specific treatment for this disease and 
that the large percentage of ulcerative or gangrenous lesions which healed only 
indicated the normal tendency of such healing resulting from rest, cleanliness 
and absence of ill-advised surgical procedures. 

“The Federal Trade Commission ordered the manufacturers of salts evaporated 
from the lake water to cease representing that the salts would prevent, cure, or 
be beneficial in treating some 40 specific ailments, other than conditions which 
may be benefited by the laxative, diuretic or cleansing properties of the salts.” 

Soap Lake has two distinct water layers, the lower layer having a considerably 
higher saline and mineral content than the upper. If the upper layer turns 
fresh and ceases to attract visitors, the Senate committee report holds out the 
hope that the surrounding agricultural development, with irrigation, will more 
than compensate Soap Lake residents. The report made its own comment on 
these possible developments, thus: 

“The more than 12,000 acres of potential irrigated lands, when added to that 
within the geographic market area of Soap Lake, would support a city larger 
than Soap Lake. The degree to which the existing and potential irrigation 
development is reflected in the economy of Soap Lake will depend largely upon 
the actions taken by the Soap Lake business people to attract farm business.” 





Soap LAKE JUNIOR CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Soap Lake, Wash., May 25, 1956. 
Hon. JaMes DB. Murray, 
Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR Murray: We, the Soap Lake Junior Chamber of Commerce, 
are hereby enclosing resolutions adopted by various junior chambers throughout 
the State of Washington. I am sure that you will note that these Jaycee organ- 
izations call attention to the very serious problem which exists here, and men- 
tion is made that the loss of the mineral lake would seriously hamper their own 
local economy. 

We hereby request that the enclosed letters and resolutions be made a part 
of the congressional record on the Soap Lake problem. Request your office 
advice us as to the action taken on above request. Also request your office 
clarify as to the authenticity the editorial dated Tuesday May 22, 1956, which 
appeared in the Columbia Basin Herald as a reprint from the Seattle Times 
(editorial enclosed). 

Our organization feels that the solution of this problem is very near and is 
deeply concerned that a Government agency should show so little concern for 
the economic rights of free people. Quoting from the creed of the United States 
Junior Chamber of Commerce, “We believe that economic justice can best be 
won by free men through free enterprise.” We feel that the attitude taken by 
the Bureau of Reclamation is an infringement upon these rights. 

Thanking you for your cooperation in this matter and hoping to hear from 
you in the near future. 

Very truly yours, 
Soap LAKE JUNIOR CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
JOHN A. JuDAY, President. 


SeoKANE JUNIOR CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Spokane, Wash., May 12, 1956. 
Hon. Warren G. MAGNUSON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 
Dear SENATOR MAGNUSON: It has come to our attention that a very serious 
problem exists in the city of Soap Lake due to the dilution of the lake by irri- 
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gation water. We of the Spokane Junior Chamber of Commerce urge that you 
give all possible consideration to this problem and to the resolution of the Soap 
Lake Junior Chamber of Commerce urging action to maintain the mineral qual- 
ities of Soap Lake. 
Yours very truly, 
SPOKANE JUNIOR CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
By Pau J. ALLIson, Secretary. 


ELLENSBURG JUNIOR CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Ellensburg, Wash., May 2, 1956. 
Joun A. JupaAy, 
President, Soap Lake Junior Chamber of Commerce, 
Soap Lake, Wash. 


Dear JoHN: We have sent the following telegram to Senator Magnuson and 
Senator Jackson: “Regarding Soap Lake, Ellensburg Jaycees favor appropria- 
tion for its preservation. Failure on this one would affect our economy as well. 
Bureau of Reclamation is not considering the investments and livelihoods of 
these people.” 

We are concerned about this problem, and our executive board has gone on 
record as favoring the work you are doing in preserving Soap Lake. We will 
be most interested to hear from the outcome of the committee meetings in Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

Sincerely, 
ELLENSBURG JUNIOR CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
JaMEs B, SKaRsTAD, Secretary-Treasurer. 


RESOLUTION OF THE POMEROY (WASH.) JUNIOR CHAMBER OF COMMERCE ON THE 
Soap LAKE PROBLEM 


Whereas Soap Lake, located in eastern Washington, at the entrance to the 
Grand Coulee, is one of the most famous mineral lakes in the world; and 

Whereas the unique qualities of this mineral water is approximated in only 
one other place in the world ; namely, the Baden-Baden Springs of Germany; and 

Whereas thousands of persons each year visit Soap Lake, and are benefited by 
the use of these mineral waters; and 

Whereas Soap Lake is a natural resource that benefits the @ntire State of 
Washington and the entire United States; and 

Whereas these mineral waters are now threatened with dilution of fresh water 
from the Columbia Basin irrigation project, to the point that the mineral lake 
will be lost to the people of this State, the United States, and the world; and 

Whereas freshening of the mineral waters of Soap Lake will destroy or seri- 
ously affect the economy of a city of 2,500 persons, through no fault of their 
own: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Pomeroy Junior Chamber of Commerce, That they do herewith 
petition the Governor of the State of Washington and the Congress of the United 
States to take every action necessary to preserve and maintain this natural 
a by a program to intercept fresh ground water before such water reaches 
the lake. 

Brrt McRag, Secretary. 
x 








